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CLEAN POWER ACT

THURSDAY, JULY 26, 2001

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:36 a.m. in room 406,
Senate Dirksen Building, Hon. James M. Jeffords (chairman of the
committee) presiding.

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF ELECTRIC POWER PLANT
EMISSIONS

Present: Senators Jeffords, Campbell, Carper, Chafee, Clinton,
Corzine, Crapo, Inhofe, Reid, Smith, Specter, and Voinovich.

Senator JEFFORDS. The committee will come to order.

I am pleased to welcome to the committee Senator Collins, who
is a cosponsor of this bill which we will be considering, and I un-
derstand you have a tight schedule and I would like you to proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. SUSAN COLLINS, U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF MAINE

Senator COLLINS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for your
courtesy.

Good morning Senator Jeffords, members of the committee.

I would first like to start by thanking Senator Jeffords and Sen-
ator Smith for convening today’s hearing on the Jeffords-
Lieberman-Collins-Schumer Clean Power Act. Both Senators have
shown great leadership in addressing our nations air pollution
problems. Senator Smith, who has not joined us yet, but when he
was chairman of the committee placed our nation’s air pollution
concerns at the top of the committee’s agenda. Improving the qual-
ity of our nation’s air remains at the top of the committee’s agenda
under the leadership of Senator Jeffords, with whom I have worked
very closely on this issue and many others. I am confident that this
committee will report legislation that will reduce emissions from
our nation’s dirtiest power plants and help restore the quality of
our country’s air.

I particularly want to acknowledge all the members of the com-
mittee who are cosponsors of the Clean Power Act. Senators Jef-
fords, Lieberman, Schumer and I began developing this legislation
last fall. They have a long history of working on behalf of clean air
and their leadership was extremely valuable in devising a bill that
sets the framework for returning our nation to the era of blue skies
and smog-free days.
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I also want to acknowledge the role played by Conrad Schneider
of Brunswick, Maine, who helped us in drafting the Clean Power
Act. It is my understanding that Conrad will be testifying before
the committee later today. He provided invaluable assistance in
targeting the loophole in the Clean Air Act that has allowed the
dirtiest, most polluting power plants in the nation to escape signifi-
cant pollution controls for more than 30 years.

Mr. Chairman, coal-fired power plants are the single largest
source of air pollution, mercury contamination and greenhouse gas
emissions in the nation. They are truly horrific polluters. Just one
coal-fired power plant can emit five times more of all the pollutants
that cause smog and acid rain than all of the industrial sources in
the State of Maine combined. In fact, Mr. Chairman, members of
this committee, if you took every car off the road in Maine and
shut down every factory, we would still have an air pollution prob-
lem because of emissions from power plants from out of State. As
the easternmost State in the nation, Maine is downwind of almost
all power plants in the country. Most of the pollutants emitted by
these power plants—mercury, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide and
carbon dioxide end up in or over Maine. Airborne mercury falls into
our lakes and streams, contaminating freshwater fish and threat-
ening the health of our people. Carbon dioxide is causing climate
change that threatens to alter Maine’s delicate ecological balance.
Sulphur dioxide and nitrogen oxides come to Maine in the form of
acid rain and smog that damages the health of our people, creates
asthma and other problems for our children, and also hurts our en-
vironment.

Mr. Chairman, Maine is tired of serving as the last stop for the
nation’s dirtiest power plant emissions. As I said when we joined
together to introduce this legislation last fall, it is time to end the
dirty air express. All power plants, wherever they are located in
this country, should meet the same standards, and those standards
must be sufficient to protect people’s health and the health of our
environment. I am very pleased that the hearing you have con-
vened today moves us one step closer to ending the free ride for our
nation’s dirtiest power plants.

This bill will also level the playing field between upwind and
downwind States. Inexpensive electricity in other States has come
at the expense of the health of the people in Maine, Vermont, New
Hampshire and other downwind States. At the same time, power-
intensive industries in our States—manufacturers in particular—
have been forced into a competitive disadvantage with their com-
petitors in States with lower-cost, dirty power.

After causing some of the nation’s worst pollution problems for
decades on end, the time has come for power plants to stop using
loopholes to evade emissions reductions. This bill demonstrates
strong bipartisan, tripartisan support for clean air.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for convening this hearing. I know
that this is an issue of great importance to you and it has been a
privilege to work with you and many other members of this distin-
guished committee toward this goal.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you for an excellent statement. I have
visited Maine many times. My sister lives there. I have been to
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Cadillac Mountain, which I believe is the point where the sun first
reaches the country, and also where the pollution last reaches.

Senator COLLINS. Mainers take a great deal of pride in making
their own contributions to cleaning up the air and the water, but
there is very little that we can do about air pollution that is blown
in from other States, and that is what this bill is intended to tar-
get.

Senator JEFFORDS. How urgent is this as far as Maine is con-
cerned?

Senator COLLINS. It is very important to the people of Maine,
and it is something that is strongly supported by Maine’s State
Government as well. Our Governor and the Department of Envi-
ronmental Protection in Maine have joined with other States to try
to negotiate with and to work with EPA to try to reduce the emis-
sions that are coming to our State. We know that increasingly we
can tie the increase in children’s asthma, for example, to increased
levels of air pollution. It is also just something that is so important
to our way of life in Maine. The outdoors is very much a part of
the heritage of the people of Maine. We take great pride in having
a wonderful environment that attracts thousands of tourists in the
summer and the fall—throughout the year, actually. We want to
make sure that we can control the quality of our air. But one State
alone cannot do it. We have to have a national approach.

Senator JEFFORDS. Any questions from my colleagues?

Senator CAMPBELL. I don’t really have any questions, Mr. Chair-
man, but I have a few comments I would like to make. Are we
going to do any form of opening statements or not?

Senator JEFFORDS. We will have the opening statements. I just
want to make sure that you had an opportunity to visit with Susan
if you so desire.

N Senator CAMPBELL. I wanted to make the comments while she is
ere.

Senator COLLINS. I would be happy to stay and listen to your
com?ents, and I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to
testify.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. JEFFORDS,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF VERMONT

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you very much.

Now, I will make my opening statement, and then we will turn
to you all for your opening statements.

Today, the committee will hear from witnesses about the public
health and environmental impact of power plant emissions. I am
very interested about the power plant emissions. I look forward to
hearing from the witnesses with regard to that, and listen to them
describe these impacts of what levels of reductions are necessary
to impact them. This is the first in a series of three or more hear-
ings that will explore how air pollution from energy affects public
health and the environment.

First, however, I will make a short statement, and then turn to
my colleagues for their remarks.

This morning, I turned on the lights in my kitchen, and like a
growing number of Americans, I thought about where the elec-
tricity came from. I wondered how many pounds of pollution and
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waste were created so I could make myself a cup of coffee. Then
I opened my newspaper to the weather page like so many of us do
every day, but the people I was thinking about are not farmers or
ranchers or golf pros or construction workers. I was thinking about
the tens of millions of people with asthma or who had children
with asthma, and the people with emphysema, bronchitis, lung
cancer and other illnesses related to air pollution. These people
must check the weather page to see the air quality forecast. Will
it be a code red day? Will they have to be careful about their out-
door activities? That is no way to live. We can do better in the way
we use our energy.

This morning also reminded me of a sultry summer morning in
Vermont some 15 years ago. Yes, we really do have sultry summer
mornings in Vermont on occasion, once or twice a year. I was hik-
ing in the Green Mountains. I could barely see across Lake Cham-
plain. The haze from fine particles were terrible. My friends in the
area tell me that the fishing permits came with an advisory about
mercury in fish. They are concerned that sugar maples are being
affected by acid rain and global warming. Christmas tree growers
are concerned and worried about the acid rain’s impact on tree
health and vitality. These are important businesses, and these are
big concerns for Vermonters.

I know the electric utility industry and its people have worked
hard to provide our nation with the power to run our homes,
schools and hospitals. The industry has done a good job of improv-
ing on the goals that Congress set in the Clean Air Act Amend-
ments of 1990. But it is becoming increasingly clear that we should
have asked for more, and we will.

We made great progress in 1990 on reducing pollution. Today, we
begin the next phase of those actions. Our task together on this
committee is to find common ground on the issue so important to
the entire nation. We must strive to improve the nation’s air qual-
ity even further. We will also try to bring certainty to an industry
facing an array of complicated rules. In the meantime, there are
lots of Administration initiatives that could help us achieve greater
reductions from power plants. Unfortunately, some of these seem
stalled or tied up in the reviews of one kind or another. The Presi-
dent’s energy policy supports a multi-pollutant approach, and I look
forward to working with President Bush and Governor Whitman as
they develop this proposal.

Unfortunately, the President’s policy backs away from a commit-
ment to address carbon dioxide emissions from power plants. I am
disappointed about the Administration’s position on the Kyoto Pro-
tocol. I am disappointed in the Administration’s approach to cli-
mate change and specifically the refusal to constructively engage
the world in the solution.

The Administration can refuse to commit the United States to
the Kyoto Treaty. It can withhold offering its own alternative to
the framework outlined in the Treaty, and it can reduce funding
for implementing climate change reduction programs. That is their
choice. But this Congress, this Senate, and especially this com-
mittee will not let our international partners down. We plan to
take steps to reduce our nation’s contribution to this growing prob-
lem by working with industry to reduce carbon emissions.
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So we can sit here and bemoan the fact that the United States
has been left out of an important international treaty, or we can
take action now to improve air quality and protect the environ-
ment. In the coming weeks, we will hold a series of hearings to re-
view the possibilities available to clean our air and cut greenhouse
gases, while maintaining the strongest economy in the world. Next
week, we will review the transportation sector and later we will
cover the commercial and industrial sectors. We really have to
drastically rethink how we approach energy use if we are going to
keep up with the electricity demand in an environmentally respon-
sible way.

I am neither a scientist nor a gloomy person, but I cannot help
but wonder if the pollution generated by the electricity to make a
cup of coffee is to blame for some of these problems.

I would like to thank Senator Smith for all he has done to ad-
vance a comprehensive approach to power plant emissions. He real-
ly got the ball rolling and I look forward to working with him on
this important matter. I also look forward to hearing from the wit-
nesses, particularly Governor Whitman, Mr. Johnstone of Vermont,
and I know the Governor has a long and personal interest in pro-
tecting the public health as she did so well in the State of New Jer-
sey.

Senator Smith?

Senator SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I did come in late and I am going to defer to my
colleagues here, and I will go last since I do not want to hold them
up.

Senator INHOFE. Save the best until last?
[Laughter.]
Senator JEFFORDS. Senator Inhofe?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. INHOFE,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for
having this hearing.

I was listening to Senator Collins, and she did such an eloquent
job of talking about her State of Maine that she is so proud of, and
you, too, and your State of Vermont, Mr. Chairman. I think a lot
of people forget there are other parts of the country, too. I have
lived in Oklahoma virtually all my life. My wife and I built a place
actually on a lake 41 years ago, and I live there. I mean, I can
serve my State—I have a little runway there—and come back and
run my trout-line at night. Not many people realize Oklahoma ac-
tually has more miles of freshwater shoreline than any of the other
States. It is a real garden spot. People do not understand that.
They think of the Northeast and some of the other places, perhaps,
Senator Campbell, of Colorado, but there are a lot of other beau-
tiful places and there is no one with my four kids and nine
grandkids who enjoy a more beautiful environment than we have
in Oklahoma. I think that is one thing we all have in common in
this room. I think everyone does want to preserve and to develop
an environment that is going to be cleaner for the future.

I think we have done a lot. Air pollution is down. In almost every
category, the amounts of pollutants have decreased substantially.
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People are breathing healthier air today than they were 10 years
ago, than they were 20 years ago. A lot of people do not know that.
A lot of people get information that is misinformation, but that is
actually true.

I look forward to working with all the members of this com-
mittee, Mr. Chairman, and with President Bush in developing a
streamlined regulatory process that will significantly reduce mer-
cury, NOx, SOx. These are types of initiatives that we need to ex-
amine if we as a nation are going to provide an affordable energy
supply and make significant advances in the protection of human
health and the environment.

I believe that objective and sound science must be the basis of
reductions which Congress adopts as a part of legislation. It will
prevent our society from chasing after pennies of benefits for dol-
lars of cost. It is called cost-benefit analysis. A lot of people do not
hike that term, but there is a cost to all of these things that we are

oing.

I think that we need to understand that it is not companies that
ultimately pay for a lot of the environmental regulations that I be-
lieve are not based on sound science and have not considered cost-
benefit analysis. It is the people of the middle and lower incomes,
as the price of energy increases, that really are hurt the most. We
hear from school after school about the problems out there with
their heating bills and how it has depleted the funds that normally
would go to supplies and books.

We as a nation need to rethink the manner in which we ap-
proach regulation. We need to keep an open mind. During the de-
bates on various regulatory reform initiatives, I was very disheart-
ened to hear that these were sneak attacks on the environment. In
fact, it is just the opposite. If we rethink regulation, we can better
position ourselves for the future. We could find ourselves in a place
where we can have far greater environmental protection and more
reliable and diverse energy sources.

Finally, on the issue of carbon, as the chairman has stated, the
President will take meaningful steps to address this issue as appro-
priate, but at the same time consider the effect on our energy sup-
ply and the economy. You talked about the Kyoto Treaty. You
know, I think it is smoke and mirrors. Besides that, we passed a
resolution 95-0 prior to the Kyoto Convention, that if they came
back with something that treats developing nations differently than
developed nations, that we would reject it. That is 95 to 0. Unlike
his predecessor, I think that President Bush cannot continue to
place layer after layer of regulation without any consideration for
the energy implications. There is a community that does not have
to answer to the American people when energy crises go through
the roof, or to worry about the national security ramifications of be-
coming dependent upon foreign sources for our ability to fight a
war, but our President does.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you. I am going to have to go to a map
and take another look at Oklahoma.

Senator INHOFE. I would love to invite you to come out there.

Senator JEFFORDS. I think I would like to do that.

Senator Clinton?
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Senator CLINTON. Mr. Chairman, I am fortunate because I know
a lot about Oklahoma, and I can validate what Senator Inhofe is
saying.

Senator INHOFE. And I should have put you on that list, too, be-
1c{ause there is nothing more beautiful than the environment in Ar-

ansas.

Senator CLINTON. Arkansas, New York—beautiful States.

[Laughter.]

Senator INHOFE. Right.

Senator SMITH. Which one is better?

[Laughter.]

Senator CLINTON. I was just about to say, not only am I glad to
greet our new chairman, but I was going to say something very
nice about our former chairman, but I will reconsider.

[Laughter.]

Senator CLINTON. It is a great pleasure to be here at Chairman
Jeffords’s first hearing, but I also want to acknowledge the role
that Senator Smith played in getting us to this point. He really
started the ball rolling on a lot of the issues that I think are crit-
ical to our environment and to our country.

I want to thank Senator Collins for her eloquent statement,
which could have been given word for word by either Senator Schu-
mer or myself on behalf of the damage that New York suffers from
pollution.

I am delighted to welcome Governor Whitman and the other wit-
nesses, particularly Dr. George Thurston, who will be testifying. He
is the director of the Community Outreach and Education Program
at the New York University School of Medicine, which is a National
Institute of Environmental Health Sciences Center of Excellence.
Dr. Thurston and the other panelists, I am very grateful that you
are here to talk about pollution from power plants, which is a hid-
den health hazard. The unnatural things in our world, namely
what we put into it, are posing a threat to our human life and well
being.

I know that this has been a great concern to many of us on this
committee, and it has become one for me as well—I spoke about
it at the National Press Club last week—because chronic diseases
like asthma and heart and lung diseases are caused by a combina-
tion of genetics, behavior and environment. Now, there may not be
much we can do about our genetic predisposition to disease, there
are things we can do about our behavior, and we of course should.
But there are even more things that we can and should be doing
about our environment than we have done up until now. I am
pleased that we are going to be discussing how we can effectively
reduce pollution from power plants in order not only to protect our
environment, but to protect public health as well.

Poor air quality, and in particular emissions of nitrogen oxide
and sulfur dioxide lead to increases in ground-level ozone or smog,
as well as increases in particulate air pollution. There have been
at least 27 ozone action days so far in New York just this year.
Like Chairman Jeffords, I wake up every morning and hear wheth-
er there is a red alert in Washington and what should be done
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about it, and people are told, “Park your cars and try to stay in-
doors.” It is a rather sad commentary on the state of our environ-
ment when those are the kinds of alarms that we have to hear on
our radio and television weather reports.

As we will hear from today’s witnesses, we know that this poor
air quality can cause, and is causing in many parts of our country,
significant costs that have to be factored into the kind of cost-ben-
efit analysis that Senator Inhofe was talking about. We are seeing
increasing evidence that not only are there many hospital admis-
sions, particularly connected to asthma attacks, but heart attacks,
birth defects and outcomes and even premature death are now
being more closely linked as we learn more from sound science.

We are clearly in the midst of an asthma epidemic, with rates
having increased 75 percent between 1980 and 1994, and New
York State has the second-highest number of asthma sufferers. It
is the highest cause of school absenteeism, which then has effects
for parents having to take children to emergency rooms, and we ob-
viously are going to have to address this growing problem.

Mercury pollution poses other health concerns. We know it is
highly toxic. It has been associated with both neurological and de-
velopmental effects in humans. Earlier this year, the U.S. Food and
Drug Administration had to issue a consumer advisory on mercury
in fish, cautioning pregnant women, women of childbearing age,
nursing mothers and young children not to eat certain types of fish
containing high levels of mercury. It may be hard at this point to
put a cost on that, but we know that there are costs associated
with it. According to the EPA, the number of States issuing mer-
cury fish consumption advisories has risen steadily from 27 States
in 1993 to 41 in 1999. Because of mercury pollution, the State of
New York has advised against consuming fish from over 16,000
acres of its lakes. Unfortunately, that does not always stop people
who find fishing to be a good source for food and often on limited
incomes, are still compelled to eat the fish even despite the
advisories.

We know that acid rain, as we heard from Senator Collins, con-
tinues to plague our environment. We see that clearly and with
devastating impact in the Adirondacks. Because of acid rain, which
is caused by emissions of sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide, 41 per-
cent of the lakes in the Adirondacks are now in some way acidic.
I have been those lakes. They are beautiful. If you were just to
drop in and maybe fly out, you might wonder what the issue was.
But there are no fish left. The loons do not come to Loon Lake any-
more. It is a great loss to the environment. In 40 years, if we do
not act, more than half the lakes of the Adirondacks will be dead.

The Hubbard Brook study released earlier this year is an alarm
bell warning us of what we already know. We cannot afford inac-
tion. The emissions reductions mandated by the 1990 Clean Air Act
are not adequately protecting our natural resources or our public
health. The facts are so clear that some States are having to act
on their own. Massachusetts recently instituted new regulations to
require significant reductions in mercury, NOx, SOx, and carbon
dioxide from power plants. In New York State, the Assembly
passed legislation by a vote of 143—1 to control emissions of mer-
cury, SOx, NOx, and carbon dioxide, and allowed for the establish-
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ment of an emissions credit trading mechanism for trading carbon
dioxide. Suffolk County on Long Island, one of the most beautiful
places in our State, recently passed legislation to establish a rate
of allowable carbon dioxide emissions from power plants.

We are going to start seeing this kind of local and State regula-
tion that will cause enormous amount of problems for the utilities
in our country that need to have a secure base of regulatory en-
forcement that they can count on when making plants for power
plants. I would hate to see us go the direction of New York, Massa-
chusetts, Suffolk County, California—other people creating a patch-
work of regulation. Because pollution knows no boundaries. The
same is certainly true of the global effort to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. I applaud the chairman’s remarks today, because we
know we have to reduce CO, emissions, and certainly the United
States must be a leader in this effort. We are the largest producer
of greenhouse gases, and our participation is absolutely vital. Other
countries have apparently reached an agreement on the Kyoto Pro-
tocol without U.S. participation. We need to demonstrate that we
are serious about reducing our own emissions, and it is time that
W% address the power plant emissions that we are talking about
today.

I would like to say that we can consider a lot of different alter-
natives that I think are economically feasible and environmentally
necessary. I hope that this committee will continue the work that
was begun before by so many in the previous Congresses.

We have heard testimony before this committee that in coming
years there is going to be a global multi-trillion dollar market for
energy-efficient technologies and products, which will help us
achieve reductions in CO, emissions. We have a number of plants
and businesses in New York that are pursuing this, such as a com-
pany in Buffalo working on the development of emission reduction
and testing equipment, including a mobile air emissions monitor.
I know that the trading floors on Wall Street would be very inter-
ested in trading greenhouse gas emissions. I have a certified and
transferrable greenhouse gas offset title worth one metric ton of
carbon dioxide, or about $3 in today’s market. Shares of NOx and
SOx are more expensive because there is currently a market for
them under the Acid Rain Program under the Clean Air Act. If we
created a market, we could sell these emissions as well. That would
be one clear step that would use market incentives that would be
effective and also clearly warranted since there is a market that
needs to be encouraged.

So I hope that despite some of the differences that we bring to
this committee, that we find common cause in working together
and that we provide incentives for those plants in States like Sen-
ator Voinovich’s that need the incentives to be able to do all that
is required to cut their emissions, and I look forward to working
with the chairman in achieving those kinds of objectives.

[The prepared statement of Senator Clinton follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF
NEW YORK

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for holding today’s hearing to assess the
impact that pollution from transportation sources has on public health and the envi-
ronment.
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Before I continue, I just want to say how pleased I am by the press reports this
morning that Governor Whitman has decided to move forward with the full cleanup
plan for the Hudson River that was originally proposed this past December. We
don’t have all of the details yet, but this appears to be a significant environmental
victory, not just for New York and New Jersey, but for communities around the
country that are plagued by contaminated sediments. I know that this is not a final
decision—that this is still in a review process and that the decision won’t be offi-
cially announced until September—but this is welcome news.

Having said that, I would like to welcome all of today’s witnesses. In particular,
I am pleased to welcome Mr. Omar Freilla from the New York City Environmental
Justice Alliance. Omar, thank you for being with us today. Thank you for everything
you do to improve air quality for New York City residents, and to address environ-
mental justice issues in general in New York City.

I understand that you are working on a very exciting project at the Hunts Point
Market. Unfortunately, due to business in the HELP Committee that requires my
attendance, I may not be able to be here for your testimony, but I will review your
statement, and I urge all of my colleagues on the committee to review it as well.

You know, we are a culture that is constantly on the move. We travel to and from
work, to and from school, to and from the store. When we go to the store, we expect
to find the products we want—products that are transported from near and far—
by truck, by rail, by container ship, by plane. We are building buildings, and farm-
ing farms.

Yet we often don’t think about how all of these activities can have an impact on
our ability to breath clean air—which you could say is probably one of our most im-
portant activities of all.

In 1970, Congress amended the Clean Air Act to address pollution from the trans-
portation sector, and we have benefited from the results. We have cleaner fuels. Re-
moving lead from gasoline has reduced lead levels in the atmosphere—and in our
children’s blood—dramatically. We have cleaner cars. Cars are up to 95 percent
cleaner than they were 30 years ago, and there are rules on the books to make cars,
trucks and buses even cleaner in the years to come. It is critical that we resist any
efforts to delay or rollback these new standards.

Yet even with these improvements, transportation activities still account for more
than three-fourths of the nation’s carbon monoxide emissions, more than half of the
nation’s nitrogen oxides emissions, and more than two-fifths of the nation’s emis-
sions of volatile organic compounds—or VOCs.

Both nitrogen oxides and VOCs contribute to the formation of ground-level ozone
or smog, which can aggravate asthma and other respiratory illnesses, and has even
been shown to contribute to heart attacks. So far this year, we have had 27 bad
air quality days in New York State caused by high ozone levels.

We all know how it feels to get caught in that thick cloud of smoke that comes
out of the back of many buses and trucks. I know my reaction is to close my mouth
and try not to breathe. What many people don’t know is that this diesel exhaust
is classified as a likely carcinogen by the EPA.

Earlier this year, the Natural Resources Defense Council released a report show-
ing that children who ride to school in a diesel school bus are exposed to excess ex-
haust on the bus at levels 23 to 46 times higher than those levels already considered
to be a significant cancer risk by EPA. I know that many of these same school buses
sit and idle outside of schools, further exposing our children and the surrounding
community to these harmful emissions.

Overall, the transportation sector emitted approximately 2.3 million tons of air
toxics in 1996, including benzene, toluene, benzopyrene, and 18 other compounds
known or suspected to cause cancer, birth and developmental defects, and other ad-
verse health effects.

What all of this tells me is that while we may be making progress, there is still
more to be done. Omar’s project at the Hunts Point Market is one example of how
we can make further progress—and we will here more about that later.

Another example of how we can make progress is the Central New York Regional
Transportation Authority (CNYRTA), which is in the midst of an aggressive cam-
paign to replace its aging bus fleet with a fleet largely comprised of clean, com-
pressed natural gas buses. By converting to these cleaner buses, CNYRTA will sig-
nificantly improve the metropolitan Syracuse area’s air quality.

I am pleased that in the transportation appropriations bill that is currently pend-
ing on the Senate floor, Senator Schumer and I were able to get another $4 million
to help with this effort. With this appropriation, CNYRTA will be able to achieve
an 84 percent conversion of its fleet to compressed natural gas.

But even as we move to cleaner cars, trucks and buses, the shear number of vehi-
cles on the road continues to grow—which counteracts the progress we are making.
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The overall number of cars on the road has more than doubled since 1970. In New
York State today, there are over 10 million cars, trucks, and buses on the road ac-
cording to DMV estimates.

We need to recognize that our efforts to improve our air quality and protect public
health and the environment will be met with constant challenges.

Fortunately, new technologies will help us meet these challenges. In New York,
we are home to companies that are on the cutting-edge of technology—companies
such as Corning Incorporated in Corning, NY, and Air Flow Catalyst Systems in
Rochester. These companies are manufacturing emission control equipment—equip-
ment that can be used to retrofit existing vehicles and make them dramatically
cleaner.

Companies like these are leading the way and demonstrating that investments in
cleaner, more efficient technologies can help our economy, as well as our environ-
ment. But, it is the responsibility of government to foster the development of these
cutting-edge technologies. We can accomplish this by providing regulatory certainty
for industry, combined with appropriate incentives.

Another reason that it is so important that we continue to make progress in this
area is the issue of global warming. The transportation sector currently contributes
one-third of all carbon dioxide emissions—a number that will continue to grow un-
less we take action.

Just this week, the National Academy of Sciences reported that automobile manu-
facturers have the technology to make sport-utility vehicles and light trucks more
fuel efficient, and therefore less polluting. According to the NAS, “There are . . .
other reasons for the nation to consider policy interventions of some sort to increase
fuel economy. The most important of these, the committee believes, is concern about
the accumulation in the atmosphere of so-called greenhouse gases, principally car-
bon dioxide. Continued increases in carbon dioxide emissions are likely to further
global warming.”

So we have a lot of ground to cover. I hope that this hearing will help lay the
ground work for future committee efforts, whether it’s addressing the MTBE 1ssue,
or issues that we may want to try and address in the Transportation bill.

Again, I would like to thank the chairman for holding this hearing. I look forward
to continuing to work with him and my other colleagues on the committee to find
ways to improve our nation’s air quality and protect human health in a common
sense and cost-effective manner. Thank you.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Campbell?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO

Senator CAMPBELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I was in the back room about 15 minutes early kind of dozing
in a chair before you were here, and a kind staffer gave me a cup
of coffee to wake up with. After hearing your comments on how
much energy it took to make that coffee and some of these depress-
ing opening statements, I think I am going to quit drinking coffee.

[Laughter.]

Senator CAMPBELL. Air emissions from electrical generating
plants, indeed all energy-producing plants, are going to continue to
be very controversial. I am on the Energy Committee, as are sev-
eral other members. We we have had over 50 hearings on the pro-
duction of energy and over 160 witnesses in the last couple of years
trying to deal with how we find the balance between the needs of
people, and having strict environmental concerns.

Certainly we have to take many things into consideration. When
we deal with alternatives and renewables and fuel blends and con-
servation—all of the other things—I think it is important to recog-
nize that we need to be careful in jeopardizing our electricity sys-
tem by over-regulating from a Federal standpoint. We need, in my
view, to come up with a solution that is fair, balanced, and takes
everyone’s needs into consideration, including the electricity gener-
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ating plants. If California has taught us anything so far, it is that
you cannot go for 30 years with increased needs going up every
year and not building any generating plants.

Now, of course, they’re on a pell-mell rush. They are opening one
a week, and I assume by opening one a week, there is going to be
some pollutants in the air from opening those new generating
plants. But everyone in this room, including everyone on this
panel, is part of the problem. We are the demand. We are the ones
that are demanding more energy. As long as we demand more en-
ergy, whether it is electricity or oil, we are going to have to open
new plants to comply with that demand, or we are going to have
to get more and more dependent on Saddam Hussein as we are
now, because we have also had the same problem with developing
domestic oil fields and domestic production of our oil refineries. I
do not think Americans want that.

One issue we have to preserve, I believe, though, is flexibility to
comply with the standards. That will ensure that the smaller facili-
ties, predominantly co-ops that are owned and all other generating
plants can have the ability to attain compliance with air and envi-
ronmental records. We must not throw regions of this country into
a crisis by trying to implement stringent regulations that are im-
possible for small communities to achieve.

Another issue that is being discussed is the new energy review.
The New Source Review seems to be hindering new energy explo-
ration, citing expansion and rejuvenating of generating facilities.
We all know the intent, and I think the intent is good. I know of
no one that supports the destruction of the environment or wants
to jeopardize the public health. But as a nation, I think we have
come a long way to improving our environment, the quality of our
air. I know we have to keep working on that, but I really worry
about the full weight of the Federal Government in their regulatory
agenda what it will do to small communities. I certainly commend
the Chair, for the way, for doing some of these hearings that some-
what parallel the ones we are doing in the Energy Committee, but
I would hope as we move along we do not sort of throw the baby
out with the bath water by coming up with a list of regulations
that are impossible for small communities to comply with.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Senator Campbell follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE
OF COLORADO

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to welcome all of the witnesses before the
committee today and I am looking forward to the testimony that they will be pro-
viding us shortly on the impacts of air emissions from electricity generating plants
on public health and the environment.

Air emissions from electricity generating plants and their potential impacts will
continue to be controversial. Different regions of this country have different environ-
mental regulations, and the role and scope of the Federal Government in this proc-
ess is still being discussed. We have to take many things into consideration before
we set a course of action.

What we cannot do is to jeopardize our electricity system by over regulating this
industry. But, we do need to come up with a solution that is fair, balanced and
teltkes everyone’s needs into consideration, including the electricity generating
plants.

One issue we must preserve is flexibility to comply with emission standards. This
will ensure that smaller facilities’ predominantly cooperative owned, and all other
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generating plants can have the ability to attain compliance with air and environ-
mental regulations. We must not throw regions of this country into an energy crisis
by trying to implement stringent regulations that are impossible to achieve.

Another issue that needs to be discussed is New Source Review. New source re-
view seems to be hindering new energy exploration, siting, expansion and rejuvena-
tion of generating facilities. We all know the intent of new source review is needed,
but the last set of rules and regulations is too stringent and will hurt us in the long
run. No one I know supports the destruction of our environment and wants to jeop-
ardize the public health. As a nation we have come a long way to improving our
air and environment. Most of the electricity generating facilities comply with the
law, and I don’t feel the full weight of protecting and preserving our nation’s air
and environment should fall solely on the backs of the electricity industry.

I am approaching the emissions debate very carefully because there are many in-
terests that need to be addressed. have some questions for the witnesses that I
would like them to answer so that we can further explore these issues during the
time for questions.

Thank you Mr. Chairman.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Voinovich?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE V. VOINOVICH,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Senator VOINOVICH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to welcome the Administrator. The Administrator
and I have known each other a long time, and I have to say it is
deja vu all over again.

[Laughter.]

Senator VOINOVICH. And the chairman will know as I continue
my comments this morning.

I thank you for calling this hearing. Discussion on the health and
environmental impacts of utility emissions is very useful, and I
think we all need to better understand the impact of emissions.

As the past chairman of the Clean Air Subcommittee, I chaired
four hearings on the harmonization of our environmental regula-
tions with our nation’s energy policy, and I think everyone would
agree that those hearings were a success. We had some very help-
ful testimony and I encourage the chairman and his staff to review
the hearing records.

Over the last 10 years, Ohio has spent more on emission reduc-
tions than New York, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Connecticut,
Vermont, Rhode Island, Maine, New Hampshire, Maryland, Dela-
ware and Washington, DC combined. We reduced our air toxins
from approximately 381 million pounds in 1987 to 144 million
pounds in 1996. When I began my term as Governor, eight of our
largest cities—and we have large cities in Ohio—were not in at-
tainment for the current ambient air standards. Currently, all 88
Ohio counties are in attainment for the national ambient air stand-
ards. No single State has done more to improve air quality in the
last 10 years than Ohio. Admitted, we have real problems because
we have utilities and we are one of the highest manufacturing
States in the United States.

I do believe Ohio and other States can do more, and improve-
ment is needed. This is why I started working with Senator Smith
on his multi-emissions legislation. Also after I became Chairman of
the Air Subcommittee, I met with Senator Lieberman and Clinton
and other members of the committee to begin a dialogue in order
to reach a consensus on a emissions bill. I remain optimistic that
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we can reach a bipartisan compromise to continue to improve the
environment and public health, reduce utility emissions, create
greater regulatory certainty—and I am glad, in your remarks, Mr.
Chairman, you talked about that—and ensure that American con-
sumers will have safe, reliable and cost-effective electricity.

I have a great deal of respect for the chairman of this committee,
and I respectfully request that if we are going to have a bipartisan
bill, one that is regionally supported and has the support of the Ad-
ministration, then we must in addition to holding hearings exam-
ining the environmental and health impacts of emissions, hold
hearings on the available control technologies for mercury and COs-.
That is a major issue of disagreement in terms of CO—the whole
issue. We had hearing after hearing on global climate and the im-
pact, and there are differences of opinion. How do we somehow
bridge that gap and come up with something where we can get a
consensus and get it through the Congress? Senator Lieberman and
I agreed earlier this year to have hearings on those two topics.

For example, I am told by experts that control technologies to re-
duce the reduction levels in the Jeffords bill for mercury are not
available. In addition, the only way to reach the reduction levels
for CO, without increasing the emissions of other pollutants is to
switch away from fossil fuels such as coal. Do we want to do away
with coal? If we do want to do away with coal, what is going to
take its place? I hear from everyone that we can try solar energy,
or that we can build windmills, or we can try other technologies.
If we look at the amount of energy that we are getting from those
sources, it is relatively small. Let’s be realistic. We are going to
have coal.

Looking at the chart, we see that this is where we are getting
our energy, and you can see that nuclear, non-hydro-power renew-
ables and others—this is what we are getting now from petroleum,
this is what we are getting from coal and this is what we are get-
ting from natural gas. Now, if the purpose is to put coal out of
business, I ask the question, then where do we get the source of
energy to go forward? That is a question.

I think from a realistic point of view, we need to deal with coal.
How do we do a better job? Senator Byrd and I have a bill in on
clean coal technology. In our State of Ohio, we use about 85 per-
cent coal. Nationally, it is about 55 percent. How do come up with
a solution by which we can continue to improve the environment,
improve public health, and at the same time provide low-cost, reli-
able energy for the citizens of my State and this country?

I have chaired hearings, Mr. Chairman, in my State. I started
out with the Salvation Army and with the Catholic Charities, Lu-
theran Housing, to look at the impact of heating costs on the peo-
ple in our State. They were devastating, devastating, at the least,
upon our people. I think that when we are talking about prescrip-
tions to try and deal with the environment, we need to also think
about the cost to our brothers and sisters who have to pay for the
bills. I know your heating costs from oil are very high in your
State. We have people that are giving up food, not being able to
pay their bills because of high energy costs.

Somehow we have got to reconcile these factors. We have got to
stop throwing darts at each other. When I was Governor of Ohio,
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Christy and I had differences of opinion. It was Ohio causing the
Northeast problem; we were polluting the lakes and streams; and
the acid rain, and all the rest of it.

I think the time has come when we ought to sit down to make
some real decisions about these issues. I am not going to take the
time of the committee to finish the rest of my statement, and will
put it in the record.

I really think it is time that we do reconcile these differences.
People here representing environmental groups and people rep-
resenting the industries, and those of us representing the citi-
zenry—we all are worried about their health, aren’t we? We all are
worried about the environment. We all are also worried about the
fact that these people have to have food on their table.

In our State because of the fact that we have backed away from
coal, we now are using natural gas. Natural gas use is skyrocketing
in this country. If we do not have a balanced source of energy, Mr.
Chairman, we are going to see an absolutely negative impact on
the economy of this country. If you talk to Alan Greenspan and
most of the experts, my State is in recession today. One of the rea-
sons that it is because of the energy crisis.

So somehow, we have to harmonize our environmental and our
energy needs and come together and stop throwing stones at each
other. Right now in our State, the utilities are kind of in limbo. We
have this New Source Review thing. It is up in arms. They would
like to spend a lot more money. They would like to take care of
mercury. They would like to do more with NOx and SOx. They
would like to figure out some alternative in terms of how to deal
with this carbon problem in a way that is realistic and techno-
logically feasible. They would like to have some certainty.

I think we can do that, Mr. Chairman, but I do not think that
just each group sitting in another room talking to each other is
going to get the job done.

Thank you for the opportunity.

[The prepared statement of Senator Voinovich follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE VOINOVICH, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Mr. Chairman, thank you for calling today’s hearing on this important topic. A
discussion on the health and environmental impacts of utility emissions is very use-
ful. We all need to better understand the impact of emissions.

As the past chairman of the Clean Air Subcommittee, I chaired four hearings on
the harmonization of our environmental regulations with our nation’s energy policy.
I think everyone would agree that the hearings were a success. We had some very
helpfgl testimony and I would encourage the chairman to review the hearing
records.

Over the last 10 years Ohio has spent more on emissions reductions than New
York, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Vermont, Rhode Island, Maine, New
Hampshire Maryland, Delaware, and Washington DC combined. We reduced air tox-
ins from approximately 381 million pounds in 1987 to 144 million pounds in 1996.
When I began my term as Governor, eight of our cities were in nonattainment for
ozone. Currently, all 88 Ohio countries are in attainment for the national Ambient
Air Standards. No single State has done more to improve air quality in the last 10
years than Ohio.

However, I believe Ohio and other States can still do more and more improvement
is needed. This is why I started working with Senator Smith on his multi emissions
legislation. Also, after I became Chairman of the Air Subcommittee I met with Sen-
ator Lieberman and Clinton and other members of the committee to begin a dia-
logue in order to reach a consensus on a utility emissions bill.

I remain optimistic that we can reach a bipartisan compromise to continue to im-
prove the environment and public health, reduce utility emissions, create greater
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regulatory certainty, and ensure that American consumers will have safe, reliable,
and cost effective electricity.

I have a great deal of respect for the chairman and respectfully request that if
we are to have a bipartisan bill, one that is regionally supported and has the sup-
port of the Administration, then we must in addition to holding hearings examining
the environmental and health impacts of emissions hold hearings on the available
control technologies for mercury and CO,. Senator Lieberman and I agreed to this
earlier this year and I believe this topic needs to be addressed before this committee
considers any legislation.

For example, I am told by experts that control technologies to reach the reduction
levels in the Jeffords’ bill for mercury are not available. In addition, the only way
to reach the reduction levels for CO,, without increasing the emissions of the other
pollutants, is to switch away from fossil fuels such as coal.

Coal is our most abundant and cheapest source of energy, we have a 250 year
supply and whatever we do in this committee needs to take into account the fact
that we will continue to be a fossil-fueled based economy for the conceivable future.
This is why I support clean coal technologies and why I joined Senator Byrd in co-
sponsoring his Clean Coal Technology legislation.

We all agree that we need to reduce emissions. We need to have hearings on how
to reduce the emissions and the kind of time, flexibility, and regulatory environment
that will result in reducing emissions and continue to allow the use of fossil fuels.
Otherwise we will enter into a mark-up without all of the data.

The finger pointing between the Northeastern States and the Midwestern States
has gone on far too long. Currently nothing is happening to improve the environ-
ment and produce low cost energy. New generation facilities are being built using
only natural gas. As a result the cost for natural gas has risen astronomically. This
has resulted in high heating costs for consumers across Ohio and the entire country.

Mr. Chairman, I do look forward to working with you on this issue and others,
but if we are going to work together on this we need to collectively define what all
of the issues are and then more forward to work out the solutions.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Crapo?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL D. CRAPO,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO

Senator CRAPO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I, too,
appreciate your holding this hearing.

These issues are very critical. I chaired the committee that deals
with the water pollution issues and the infrastructure needs we
have in water. If you look at the water needs and the air quality
needs that we face in this country, they are significant.

I am not going to take long because I know we want to get on
with the testimony, and Senator Voinovich basically laid the
groundwork for what I was going to say, and so I will simply asso-
ciate myself with his comments and amplify them in only one area.
That is, if you look at that first chart that Senator Voinovich put
up there, the nuclear capacity that we have in this country is pro-
viding about 20 percent of our national energy power. Is that the
blue line there? Well, that does not show it on a percentage basis,
but I believe that the nuclear line, and when you look at it in terms
of the percentage of electric energy production in this country, is
about 20 percent of our electricity production.

We have a tremendous capacity in the arena of nuclear power to
address the needs that we will be talking about in this hearing. It
turns out that when you talk about air quality emissions, nuclear
power is one of those sources of power that this country has a tre-
mendous opportunity to explore. It can significantly decrease our
dependence on foreign oil, decrease our dependence on the fossil
fuels that Senator Voinovich has talked about that are creating a
number of our air quality concerns in this nation, and increase not
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only our economic stability, but our national security as a result of
the United States following what I believe would be a much better
nuclear policy.

There is not a single silver bullet that is going to solve this prob-
lem, but if you look at the role that we are now looking to nuclear
power to play in this country and its potential for what it could
mean to our country, it is dramatic and significant. Admittedly,
there are problems with the wastestream of nuclear power that we
are dealing with politically, and everybody in the Senate knows
that we have had and will continue to have some difficult votes on
those issues. But we are now getting to the point where the safety
issues, the resolution of the wastestream issues, and the questions
of technology with regard to how to reprocess the fuel are getting
close to being answered. I would hope that this committee can help
to address those issues as it moves forward in addressing the over-
all issue of air quality in this country.

Thank you.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Chafee?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. LINCOLN CHAFEE,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for calling this hear-
ing. I look forward to working with you and former Chairman
Smith who is very interested in this subject. I look forward to hear-
ing from the distinguished panelists.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Senator Chafee follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. LINCOLN CHAFEE, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF RHODE
IsLAND

Senator Jeffords, thank you for holding today’s hearing on the public health and
environmental impacts associated with emissions from electric utility power plants.
I commend you on placing clean air at the helm of your priority list for the commit-
tee’s agenda. I must also thank Senator Smith for his work on holding several hear-
ings earlier this year on the Clean Air Act, global climate change and a multi-pollut-
ant approach to addressing the nation’s clean air concerns.

I look forward to working with both Chairman Jeffords and Senator Smith as the
committee proceeds with studying the effectiveness of our clean air laws and the
public health concerns associated with emissions from the electric utility sector.
Congress should address power plant emissions through legislation. Most agree that
the Clean Air Act should be amended to provide reductions of nitrogen oxides (NOx),
sulfur dioxide (SOx), and mercury. I believe that we must take carbon dioxide (COy)
into consideration. Science has indicated that the continued overproduction of car-
bon dioxide increasingly threatens the long term health of our planet. I firmly be-
lieve that the United States, as the world’s leading industrial nation, must take the
lead in curbing the disastrous effects of carbon dioxide overproduction.

While opinions clearly vary on the best way to address these issues carbon dioxide
in particular it is critical that the committee take a bipartisan approach in seeking
to move multi-pollutant legislation, and carefully balance environmental protection
with economic security. As we have seen on so many issues, Congress does its best
work when we reach across the aisle. I have confidence that Senators Jeffords and
Smith have the determination and the experience to craft a solution to the problems
which will be addressed in today’s hearing. I look forward to continuing a construc-
tive dialogue and doing my part to reach a sensible solution.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you.
Senator Specter?
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ARLEN SPECTER,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

Senator SPECTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I join my colleagues, Administrator Whitman, in welcoming you
here. I think people came to hear you and the panelists, and quite
enough has been said by way of opening statements, so I shall be
very, very brief.

One observation is the Senators present seem to be tilted very
heavily on the Republican side. If I could have the attention of the
chairman, I was commenting, Mr. Chairman, that the weight
seems to be tilted very heavily on the Republican side, and some
of us still count you, so that makes it an even heavier tilt in this
direction.

My sole substantive comment, beyond the obvious necessity to
have balance, is to determine where we are going to find the en-
ergy. I believe that when we find that it is coal and gas and oil,
gas and oil are in very short supply, and we do not want to obligate
ourselves any further to the stranglehold of OPEC, which is driving
up prices with the cartel. There is an enormous supply of coal. I
have joined Senator Byrd and Senator Voinovich and others on
clean coal technology and have legislation in on tax credits. The
Clean Air Act of 1990, which was very hotly debated in the Senate
and in the House, has done a good bit to provide a balance, but the
coal resources really provide an enormous opportunity. I believe we
can, with clean coal technology and the scrubbers, protect the envi-
ronment and provide the necessary balance.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you.

Senator Smith?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BOB SMITH, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

Senator SMITH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and apolo-
gies to the Administrator—just a couple more minutes of com-
ments.

This is the first opportunity I have had to address publicly this
issue since Senator Jeffords has taken over the chairmanship. I
want to thank him for convening this hearing, but also encourage
the chairman to partake of nearly 18 months of research and work
that some of us—-certainly Senator Voinovich and others—that
worked with me and others on the other side of the aisle as well.
For the last 18 months, we have worked on this multi-emissions
strategy, a cap-and-trade system. We have held a number of hear-
ings, numerous stakeholder meetings. I know Senator Voinovich
and I attended several of those together. It has been ongoing delib-
erative process. We wanted to do it right. We wanted to take the
time to see that it was done right, to hear all points of view. Many
have embraced the multi-emissions strategy, but as you use a trite
expression, the devil is in the details. We do not know what the
details are yet. Industry does not know. The Senate does not know.
Until we know those details, it is going to be very difficult to come
to any conclusions.

If we are going to pass successful legislation, as Senator
Voinovich said, it has got to be an inclusive process. It has to in-
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volve both sides of the aisle. If you look at the Everglades legisla-
tion, the brownfields legislation, clean beaches legislation and so
forth that we passed over the last year or so, it was all on a bipar-
tisan basis working together. If we do that, there really is not any
reason why we cannot have a strong economy with energy security
and a clean environment. I believe we can do both. I think there
is interest in doing both by industry, as well as those of us in poli-
tics.

The question before us today is really the consequence of emis-
sions from the fleet of power generators. But I would also caution
you as we go through this to know that the Clean Air Act does
have two separate and distinct areas regarding mobile sources, as
well as stationary sources, and I would also remind us to all be
considerate of the fact that only half of the sources of the dirty air
is coming from stationary sources. The other half is coming from
automobiles, trucks, cars, buses et cetera. The technology that is
moving in that area, with hybrid automobiles and ultimately hy-
drogen vehicles, should we get there in the next decade or two, we
are going to see perhaps as much as 50 percent of the problem
taken right off the table immediately. Then we would look at the
question as, well, if we get there, then how much does that reduce
t}ﬁe seriousness of the remaining 50 percent? We can talk about
that.

We are not taking full advantage of the most modern, most effi-
cient power generation that is available to us. Our most effective
zero-emissions power source, as already has been stated, is nuclear.
We have to have the courage to look at that and make a statement
so that coal understands, nuclear understands, oil—all the other
sources—renewables—what is the energy policy of the United
States of America? Are we going to go back to nuclear or not?

In the field of fossil fuel, we are not making those technologies
that are available to us. We're not using them for more power with
less pollution. We have had so many opportunities with new tech-
nologies, and I have seen these technologies. I have gone to witness
those technologies. I have heard testimony on those technologies
and the innovative means to satisfy our energy needs and meet our
environmental goals.

These technologies will produce energy and they will make us
good environmental stewards. We have got to give the technologies
a chance. We are not doing that. We are still relying on power
plants from the 1950’s and 1960’s and punishing people to operate
those plants without giving them any other alternative. Ironically,
unfortunately the Clean Air Act in many respects is the obstacle,
and we have got to change that. We have to have the guts to
change it. The status quo for power plants under the Clean Air Act
is basically a regulatory maze that neither is effective nor effi-
cient—a combative regulatory relationship that does little to in-
crease any environmental protection, and does too much to increase
litigation, delay and uncertainty which gets nobody any clean air.
It does not make any sense.

The current mandates discourage innovation. I promise you, they
discourage innovation—absolutely discourage it. The fight over
New Source Review is stifling investment that existing plants could
be more clean and more efficient. It is stifling the opportunity to
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do that. I have spent the last year and a half looking at this di-
rectly. The uncertainty over the vast array of these rules has es-
senicially stopped all Wall Street investment in newer and cleaner
coal.

Now, Senator Voinovich made the case. I do not need to repeat
it. But the question is, if we are not going to do nuclear, you want
to close down the coal industry—250 to 300 years of coal—OK.
That will take 75 percent of the energy produced in this country
clean off the table. What are we going to do for it? What are we
going to replace it with? Even if you get financing, siting such a
facility under current law is almost inconceivable. We need to
change this. We need to fix the Clean Air Act and we need to do
it soon. We have to stop politicking and get it done.

Now let me speak specifically for just a moment on coal. I live
in New Hampshire, and it would be easy for me to go out and bash
the coal industry. But coal is a part of our past, and it is going to
be a part of our future. It is going to be part of the energy that
we produce. So why not move toward clean coal, which is what in-
dustry wants to do and it is what we want to do. I know that many
would like to end coal combustion, but again it is not politically
feasible. It is not achievable. It is that simple. It is not wise. More
than half of this nation’s electricity comes from coal.

I have maintained and advocated we can get more power with
less pollution, but not for 1 minute am I going to suggest that we
can do it and meet the energy needs of this country, as Senator
Voinovich said, without coal. You cannot do it unless you want to
go out and build a 100 more nuclear power plants. Sixty percent
of the power in New Hampshire comes from nuclear power, and we
had to fight to get that plant on line, and if we did not have it,
we would probably have no power right now. Every region of the
nation could economic consequences if we are irresponsible and too
aggressive on our timeframes for reduction, or unrealistic about the
levels of that reduction.

Now, let me speak quickly. The chairman’s bill is a very impor-
tant contribution. It is quite different than mine, but it gives us the
opportunity to work together, and I look forward to doing that with
you, Mr. Chairman, to debate on this. It is not a complete package,
though. The Jeffords bill does address the notion that we can use
cap-and-trade, and I support that notion. I think most of us do here
on this panel. But it overlooks the need for regulatory certainty.
You have to have regulatory certainty, and that is where we need
to work together.

We want to unleash the innovative forces of the American mar-
ket. We can do it. We can make a profit cleaning up the environ-
ment and producing energy. That is a win-win. Investment will not
come as long as this uncertainty, Mr. Chairman, continues to hang
out there. The scores of regulatory hurdles in the Clean Air Act,
they make new investments in new clean technology, especially
coal, all speculative. As long as it is speculative, no one is going
to do it. We simply cannot afford to turn our backs on an industry
thil:ic can help us. It is neither practical or in our national interest
to do so.

Truthfully, coal is a dirty fuel. So if we are to make significant
gains in air quality and have efficient affordable power, then we
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must encourage investment in clean and efficient coal combustion,
and we can do it. We will hear a great deal about the concerns
raised by air pollution from the power. I take these concerns seri-
ously. We can address them by calling for a specific limit on the
level of emissions. At that point, the Federal Government should
take a giant step back and let American ingenuity do it. Let Amer-
ican ingenuity do it.

One company in New Hampshire called Powerspan—I brag a lit-
tle bit about New Hampshire. This is a pilot project in Ohio—two
States working together, reducing NOx and SOx as much as 45 to
75 percent, mercury 80 percent. Mercury is not even regulated and
we are reducing under these initial pilot project returns 80 percent
mercury reduction. No government regulation, and these people are
doing this on their own, at their own cost, on their own initiatives.
It is the role of the government to set environmental thresholds. It
is not the role of the government to tell us how to get there. If you
want to get there and say, here is where we want to be, then let’s
set that standard, let us set that threshold and then let it happen.
If it does not happen, get the hammer our, but give them a chance
to make it happen, and I promise you it will happen.

I do not think any of us, regardless of where we are on the polit-
ical spectrum, believes that the Federal Government is more inno-
vative, more efficient and technically competent than the private
sector. If somebody believes that, then I think the evidence is to
the contrary. So let’s not stifle, let’s not punish. Let’'s work to-
gether. Let’s work in a cooperative partnership with those people
in the free market who can get this done.

Just a final note, Mr. Chairman, in this cap-and-trade in the car-
bon issue, and I know it has been a source of frustration for Gov-
ernor Whitman and the Administration and all of us, let me just
say when we talk about three emissions, four emissions, the truth
is carbon reduction will occur. We can provide the exchanges, the
credits that Senator Clinton was just talking about for reducing
carbon, without regulating it. If we do not need to regulate it, then
let’s not regulate it. Let’s reduce it. That is more important than
regulating it. We can do that by sealing natural gas pipes. We can
give credits to companies for doing that. We can do that by pro-
ducing more nuclear power plants if we want to give credit, or
more renewables if we want to give credit to the companies to do
that. We can buy rain forests or we can plant trees or we can cre-
ate coral reefs. There are all kinds of things we can do to reduce
carbon dramatically.

Finally, we can sell this technology out there, instead of worrying
about Kyoto, sell this technology out there to the rest of the world
and let them skip the industrial revolution and bring in this new
innovative technology that we have, and get this job done, not only
on a national scale, but a global scale.

So Mr. Chairman, I look forward to working with you to do just
that, with the Administration, and I hope we will lay the politics
at the door and work together to get it done.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Senator Smith follows:]
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STATEMENT OF HON. BoB SMITH, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW
HAMPSHIRE

Good morning everyone. I want to thank the chairman for convening this impor-
tant hearing. Nearly 18 months ago, I announced my intention to begin a multi-
emissions strategy. Since that announcement, I have held hearings and numerous
stakeholder meetings. This had been an ongoing, deliberative process—I wanted to
ensure that we took the time so that it was done right.

Many have embraced the multi-emissions strategy. Of course the devil will be in
the details and changing the Clean Air Act in any way is a challenging task. But
if we are to ever see successful legislation, it must be an inclusive process. We
proved last year with Everglades, and this year with brownfields, that only through
a cooperative, bipartisan approach can we get anything done. If we work together,
there is no reason we cannot be successful in achieving a clean environment in con-
cert with a strong economy and energy security.

The question before us today is the consequence of emissions from our nation’s
fleet of power generators. As long as we have been producing electricity, we have
been creating air pollution. But today, we generate a great deal more power per
pound of pollution than ever before. But we can do better, and everyone in this room
knows that.

We are not currently taking full advantage of the most modern, most efficient
power generation available to us. Clearly our most effective zero-emissions power
source is nuclear. But even in the field of fossil fuel-based generation we are not
making full use of the technologies that allow for more power with less pollution.

We have so many opportunities with new technologies and innovative means to
satisfy our energy needs and meet our environmental goals. Technologies that
produce energy and make us good environmental stewards.

We still rely on power plants from the 1950’s and 1960’s. Ironically, the biggest
obstacle to utilizing these clean technologies is the Clean Air Act. The Status quo
for power plants under the Clean Air Act is a regulatory maze that is neither effec-
tive nor efficient plus a combative regulatory relationship that does little to increase
environmental protection and does too much to increase litigation, delay, and uncer-
tainty. The current mandates actually discourage innovation. The fight over New
Source Review (NSR) is stifling investments that would existing plants more clean
and efficient.

The uncertainty over the vast array of rules has essentially stopped all Wall
Street investment in newer and cleaner coal technologies. Even if you could get fi-
nancing, siting such a facility under current law is almost inconceivable. We need
to change this. We need to fix the Clean Air Act. However, we must also proceed
carefully.

Coal is a part of our past and will be a part of our future. I know that many
would like to end coal combustion in this country. I would caution them that is not
only politically unachievable, but also it is unwise. More than half of this nation’s
electricity is derived from coal.

I have steadfastly maintained and advocated that we can get more power with
less pollution. But not for 1 minute would I entertain the notion that we can do
it, and meet the nation’s energy needs, without coal. Nor can we achieve the desired
results overnight.

This map indicates that coal use is spread evenly throughout the country. Every
region of the nation could face economic consequences if we are irresponsible and
too aggressive on our time-frames for reduction, or unrealistic about the levels of
reduction.

The chairman’s bill is an important contribution to the debate on the future of
the Clean Air Act. But it is not a complete package in my view. While the Jeffords
bill addresses the notion of using a cap-and-trade system, it overlooks the need for
regulatory certainty. If we are to unleash the innovative forces of the American mar-
ket in the quest of better performance, then we must encourage investment. Invest-
ment will not come if the uncertainty is too high. The scores of regulatory hurdles
in the Clean Air Act make investments in new, clean technology—especially for
coal—highly speculative.

We simply cannot afford to turn our backs on coal—it is neither practical or in
our national interest to do so. But the fact remains that coal is one of our dirtiest
fuels. If we are to make significant gains in air quality and have efficient, affordable
power we absolutely must encourage investment in clean and efficient coal combus-
tion.

We will hear a great deal about the concerns raised by air pollution from the
power that we all use. These are concerns that I take seriously and must be ad-
dressed. We can address them by calling for a specific limit on the level of emissions
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we will allow. At that point, the Federal Government should take a giant step back
and let American ingenuity take over.

While it is the role of the government to set environmental thresholds, it shouldn’t
mandate how to get there. I don’t think that any of us, regardless of where we are
on the political spectrum, believe that the Federal Government is more innovative,
efficient, or technically competent than the private sector. Instead of stifling, even
punishing innovation, as is current practice, I want to provide incentives to be inno-
vative, not only reach the cap, but to do better. This is about using the free-market
process to reduce emissions. If we allow the flexibility for innovation, then tech-
nology that has already proven itself effective can find its way into the mainstream.

Finally, on Monday the Wall Street Journal weighed in on the question of using
a market-based system for emissions reduction. I would ask that a copy of this edi-
torial be included in the record along with my statement.

Thank you Mr. Chairman and I look forward to hearing from our witnesses.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you, Senator, for a very forceful state-
ment.

Senator Corzine?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JON S. CORZINE,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Senator CORZINE. I am not going to preempt with a lengthy
statement. Just let me say, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate you holding
this hearing and a series of hearings on controlling emissions. I
welcome my former Governor, as always, and I am anxious to hear
what she has to say. She knows and I know in the most densely
populated State in the nation, the issue of air pollution is abso-
lutely essential for us to deal with. We have roughly 1,100 pre-
mature deaths that are identifiable with regard to a lot of these en-
vironmental issues that come about in New Jersey. We need to
move on this. God knows I believe in the free market, but without
some pressure to see some of these changes come in to place, I do
not think we will address these issues directly, squarely and mean
the kind of progress that I think the people of New Jersey want
to see. I hope we can have a good, balanced discussion about how
we deal with these things, but I think it is a partnership of our
Federal Government and our States and the private sector to get
to long-term solutions on this. I am very, very pleased we are hav-
ing this hearing so that we can get on with this debate on these
four pollutants.

[The prepared statement of Senator Corzine follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. JON S. CORZINE, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW
JERSEY

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank you for holding this hearing, which
is the first in a series of hearings on controlling emissions of SOx, NOx, mercury
and carbon dioxide. Today’s focus is on power plant emissions, and I understand
that we will soon have hearings on emissions from the transportation and industrial
sectors.

Mr. Chairman, air pollution is one of the most pressing environmental health
issues that we face. By some estimates, power plant emissions cause as many as
1,100 premature deaths in New Jersey each year. My State has extremely high
smog-caused by NOx emissions-which exacerbates asthma and other respiratory ail-
ments. SOx emissions are responsible for both ecological damage from acid rain and
health impacts from fine particles. As a coastal State, we have many anglers, and
I know they are concerned about high levels of mercury in fish.

Finally, carbon dioxide emissions from power plants are major contributors to
global warming. The events of the last couple weeks have underscored the need for
U.S. action on climate change. Power plant emissions seems like a good place for
us to start looking for solutions.
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Mr. Chairman, power plants are certainly not the only sources of these pollutants.
But they are major sources, and I look forward to working with you to find market-
based means of reducing their emissions of these four pollutants.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you very much, Senator. Without ob-
jection the statements of Senators Baucus, Reid, and Lieberman
will be placed in the record.
| [The statements of Senators Baucus, Reid, and Lieberman fol-
ow:]

STATEMENT OF HON. MAX BAUCUS SENATE, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF
MONTANA

Thank you, Mr. Chairman for calling us here today to discuss such an important
issue. I appreciate your efforts, and the efforts of Ranking Minority Member Smith,
to move the debate forward on how best to achieve realistic reductions in power
plant emissions. I would also like to give my sincere thanks to our distinguished
panel of experts for testifying here today.

When I go home to my ranch in Helena, MT, it is easy for me to forget some of
the air pollution problems plaguing other parts of the country. In Montana, we are
blessed with a small population and plenty of space. But, even in Montana, this is
an issue we cannot ignore. For example, acid rain continues to be a significant prob-
lem in the Rocky Mountain region. But, I don’t think anyone, on any side of this
issue, is advocating that we do nothing. For instance, the Administration has di-
rected the EPA to develop a proposal to reduce SOx, NOx, and mercury emissions
from power plants. The problem is that as we in Congress try to fashion an appro-
priate response to the continuing problem of power plant emissions, there remain
significant differences over the best way to achieve cleaner power. But as long as
retain our common goal—cleaner and more efficient power—I am confident that we
will find a way to reach a bi-partisan solution to this problem.

We have already gone a long way toward reducing amount of pollutants we re-
lease into the atmosphere and in cleaning up our lakes, streams and oceans. The
Clean Air Act has resulted in significant reductions in emissions of SOx and NOx
from power plants. We are on target to achieve even more reductions in the near
future, and emissions control technologies continue to advance. We of course want
to make sure that industry has every incentive to invest in these new technologies.
Hopefully as we continue to hold hearings and discuss this issue, we can find the
best combination of carrot and stick—government regulation and market-based in-
centives—to ensure we are on track to produce the cleanest power we can.

As for addressing emissions of greenhouse gases, I have stated before that I be-
lieve that we need to take action to address the consequences of climate change.
Whether we like it or not, on this issue, the world still looks to the United States
to take the lead, although that attitude may be changing, which is unfortunate.
However, the proposed regulation of carbon emissions in the United States is con-
troversial. Some argue that currently, there are no cost-effective control technologies
for greenhouse gas emissions. However, I don’t think anyone would argue that glob-
al emissions of greenhouse gases is something we can choose to ignore. The ques-
tions becomes, again, what is the best way to address the problem, and achieve real-
istic emissions reductions.

I look forward to hearing the testimony of today’s witnesses. My colleagues and
I appreciate your insight and knowledge on this issue.

STATEMENT OF HON. HARRY REID, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEVADA

Mr. Chairman, I want to begin by thanking you for holding this important hear-
ing. You have been a strong advocate for protecting the environment and human
health throughout your distinguished tenure in Congress and I hope you will use
this committee to continue this important work.

This is a very important and timely hearing Mr. Chairman, because as you know,
we are learning more every day about the linkage between polluted air and diseases
such as asthma and lung cancer. We are also coming to realize the very real damage
that air pollution does to the environment, both regionally, as in the case of acid
rain, and globally, as in the case of climate change.

I appreciate your determination to better understand and address the impacts
that powerplants have on people and the environment and look forward to working
with you on your four-pollutant bill. As you know Mr. Chairman, President Bush
supported a four-pollutant approach to controlling emissions of sulfur dioxide, ni-
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trous oxides, mercury and carbon during the Presidential campaign last year. Unfor-
tunately, the Administration changed course on this issue after taking office.

Electric utilities account for approximately: one-third of all emissions of mercury
and particulate matter in America, one-third of all emissions of nitrogen oxides and
carbon dioxide, and three-quarters of all U.S. emissions of sulfur dioxide. Electric
powerplants are major contributors to global warming. Climate change will, in turn,
have significant impacts on public and environmental health. Predicted impacts
range from changes in temperature and precipitation patterns, which impact water
resources, to the spread of diseases.

Mr. Chairman, some would prefer that the Senate address only 3 pollutants and
ignore carbon dioxide. This would be a mistake. It would be like driving a car with
one flat tire. Eventually we will have to fix that tire and it will cost us much more
to fix it down the road. In addition, utilities need to have some business certainty
regarding the regulatory environment.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to hearing from the witnesses and working with you
as this committee develops 4-pollutant legislation dealing with reducing air emis-
sions including carbon dioxide from electric power plants.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH 1. LIEBERMAN, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF
CONNECTICUT

Mr. Chairman, thank you for calling this hearing today on this critical issue. We
have long worked together on our nation’s air pollution concerns, and I look forward
to continuing that cooperation as we undertake our new roles in this committee. I
regret that I will be unable to attend this hearing due to a request from the Presi-
dent for a meeting on an unrelated matter, but I look forward to reviewing the testi-
mony of the panel of witnesses.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to join with you and Senator Collins as the primary
cosponsors of the tripartisan Clean Power Act, legislation that will set practical lim-
its on the power plant emissions of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide, mercury and car-
bon dioxide. This bill will provide the utility industry with the flexibility and cer-
tainty they need to make business decisions while avoiding adverse environmental
and public health impacts, which we will hear about today. If we can enact such
multi-pollutant legislation, more Americans will be able to enjoy fishing in our riv-
ers, swimming in our streams, and breathing cleaner air, all goals embodied in the
Clean Water and Clean Air Acts. I look forward to working with you, Senator
1Smith, and Senator Voinovich to craft a multi-pollutant bill that can be signed into
aw.

Unfortunately, I have been troubled by indications that the Bush Administration
will propose legislation in the coming months that will resemble the Clean Power
Act, but with one significant omission: a requirement to reduce carbon dioxide emis-
sions. While I applaud the Administration’s attention to critical air quality issues,
I cannot support legislation that fails to address carbon dioxide emissions, the most
abundant greenhouse gas that contributes to global warming.

As the Bonn conference on the Kyoto Treaty reminds us, global warming is one
of the most serious and pressing environmental challenges faced by the United
States, and the world. The Earth’s temperature is anticipated to rise between 3 and
10 degrees Fahrenheit in the next century, with a host of adverse environmental
impacts, if we do not act to address this problem. While close to 200 nations agreed
on a strategy for combating global warming, one did not. We are the one. Because
the Kyoto agreement has set rules that were drafted without consideration of the
interests of American industry or our environment—I am afraid that we will pay
a big price for our isolationism. As a leader of the industrialized world and the
world’s largest emitter of carbon dioxide, we have a responsibility to do better.

If we do not include carbon dioxide in a multi-pollutant bill, our industry will
most certainly suffer as a result. To cite one example, a number of major utilities
have expressed the concern that if they go forward with large capital investments
now, relying on legislation that is inconsistent with addressing global warming, they
may be faced with another round of regulation when this country eventually decides
to join the rest of the world in controlling greenhouse gas emissions. Because of the
real risk that today’s investments would be rendered obsolete, they are reluctant to
modernize.

James Rogers, Chief Executive Officer and President of Cinergy, recently testified
before our committee. This is what he had to say on this subject: “My company
seeks comprehensive multi-emission power plant legislation because we want long-
term clarity and certainty built into our environmental compliance planning process
. . . Without some sense of what our carbon commitment might be over the next
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10, 15 or 20 years, how can I or any other utility CEO think we have the complete
picture of what major requirements our plants may face?”

We would like to avoid that circumstance and provide utilities with the certainty
they desire and their customers with the clean air they deserve.

Indeed, the U.S. utility sector, which is responsible for 40 percent of domestic and
10 percent of international carbon dioxide emissions, must be part of the solution.
In fact, many of the most cost-effective measures to reduce emissions are available
in the utility sector.

Finally, when all of the various ramifications of multi-pollutant legislation are
considered comprehensively, as was done in five recent studies, the net economic im-
pact of the legislation is modest. Just recently, the International Project for Sustain-
able Energy Paths released a report finding that the United States could meet the
national carbon emissions reduction targets set forth in the Kyoto Protocol while
still increasing economic growth from baseline projections.

We have a very real opportunity to work in a bipartisan, or should I say
tripartisan, manner to pass meaningful clean air legislation in this Congress. I look
forward to working with all members of this committee to draft comprehensive legis-
lation to address emissions of nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxide, mercury and carbon
dioxide from power plants. We have the opportunity to provide certainty and flexi-
bility to our nation’s utilities while at the same time protecting our environment
and public health, and we must seize it.

Senator JEFFORDS. Governor, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHRISTINE TODD WHITMAN,
ADMINISTRATOR, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Administrator WHITMAN. Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, I appreciate the invitation to be with you today.

I would like to start, though, by thanking the chairman for a dif-
ferent set of hearings, and that was on four of our nominees yester-
day, and thank you for your commitment to trying to move them
through before the August recess.

Senator JEFFORDS. We are going to get them through just as fast
as we can.

Administrator WHITMAN. I appreciate that—get them in place.

I truly am pleased to have a chance to discuss this opportunity
that we have to achieve significant improvement in the air quality
in America. Consolidating many of the programs that regulate
emissions from electric generation plants into one innovative and
cost-efficient approach can significantly further the progress made
since Congress passed the Clean Air Act 30 years ago.

Under that landmark law, the United States has reduced emis-
sions of six important air pollutants by more than 30 percent, as
the chart there will show you. The important thing to remember
is that these reductions have been achieved while our economy has
grown by nearly 150 percent, energy consumption has increased
more than 40 percent, and coal consumption has increased more
than 75 percent. Economic prosperity and environmental protection
can go hand in hand.

Despite these noteworthy statistics, however, we still face serious
public health and environmental problems caused or made worse
by air pollution. This Administration is prepared to take the next
step toward achieving attainment of our air quality standards
across the nation. President Bush promised this during the cam-
paign and has directed me to fulfill that promise by modernizing
our regulatory system. To address these concerns, this Administra-
tion is developing legislation that will significantly reduce emis-
sions of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide, and mercury, while also
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eliminating administrative burdens on both industry and govern-
ment.

As the American public has become more aware of the environ-
mental and public health problems associated with pollution over
the years, Congress, EPA and the States have responded by devel-
oping separate regulatory programs to address individual problems
one at a time. Each program uses its own approach to serve its own
purpose. The results for the power generation industry is a complex
web of regulations and a great deal of uncertainty about future re-
quirements.

It is time to simplify the existing regulatory structure. We can
replace many of these individual programs with a single cost-effec-
tive system that will achieve greater emission reductions than all
of the current programs combined. Again, this chart will show you
some of that. Such a system would use market-based incentives
such as emissions caps, while allowing trading, to keep compliance
costs low, provide industry with certainty about future obligations,
and ensure that we meet and maintain our environmental goals.

Congress established a wonderful model for such a system in
1990 when you passed the Clean Air Act and created the Acid Rain
Program. This revolutionary program—the 1990 Acid Rain Pro-
gram—focused on reducing the SO, emissions that cause acid rain
by setting a nationwide cap on emission from electric generating fa-
cilities. It also created a tool to help achieve this reduction—an in-
novative, market-based allowance trading program. This cap-and-
trade approach assured the American public that pollution reduc-
tion would be achieved and sustained.

At the same time, the program allowed industry unprecedented
flexibility in choosing how to meet the emissions reduction goals by
using methods that were best suited to their needs. Now in its
sixth year, the Acid Rain Program has been a resounding success.
SOx and NOx emissions have dropped dramatically and acid rain
levels have fallen by up to 30 percent in certain areas of the coun-
try. These dramatic reductions cost nearly 75 percent less than ini-
tially predicted.

We can build on the success of this program to reduce NOx and
SOx and mercury emissions from power plants. Addressing these
emissions will provide the country with a variety of environmental
and public health benefits. Reducing SOx and NOx in the atmos-
phere would help us avoid thousands of premature deaths each
year, improve the visibility at some of our most treasured national
parks and wilderness areas, avoid conditions that aggravate asth-
ma and other respiratory conditions, and prevent damage to sen-
sitive waterways and ecosystems.

I hope to be able to discuss with you soon the details of the legis-
lative proposal to reduce power plant emissions of these three pol-
lutants. I realize that some of you are disappointed that the Presi-
dent has decided not to include mandatory carbon dioxide reduction
in his multi-pollutant approach. Chairman Jeffords, while I respect
your decision to introduce legislation with different priorities, I
want to explain to you why I believe it makes sense to move for-
ward with a three-pollutant bill immediately.

The public health and environmental gains that this bill would
bring are too great to delay. One of the things that has surprised
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me since I became Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency is how close we are to consensus on appropriate and fea-
sible reductions in SOx and NOx. Though mercury has proven
more difficult, I believe we can come to agreement in a relatively
short period on that emission. CO, stands in sharp contrast to
these pollutants. Even if everyone decided today that power gen-
erators should reduce CO: emissions, it would take considerable
time to agree on the appropriate levels, as well as on a number of
other issues including the extent to which power generators could
trade with other industries. It would be a shame to delay achieving
important public health protection while we await consensus on
CO;, legislation.

The President’s National Energy Plan includes a number of rec-
ommendations to conserve energy, increase energy efficiency and
spur advances in technology. Whether fuel cells for automobiles or
combined heat and power facilities, these advances will be critical
to reducing the damaging effects of greenhouse gas emissions. A
three-pollutant bill may not solve every environmental problem as-
sociated with power generation, but it can help us address very sig-
nificant public health problems—serious problems that we need to
face today.

We can make significant cuts in SOx, NOx, and mercury emis-
sions with a program that is both effective and cost effective. The
American public needs us to act now, and I look forward to working
with you as you move forward in discussing this bill.

Thank you.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you very much. We appreciate your
being here and as I said earlier, I am going to try to make sure
you get your staff together very, very quickly.

I know you are in the middle of responding to the White House
direction to develop a three-pollutant bill, which you have just been
discussing. What levels of reduction should we be aiming for?

Administrator WHITMAN. I am not prepared to talk about specific
levels of reduction. What our goal has to be is to ensure that we
achieve at least as great, and hopefully—and we believe we can—
much better reductions than we are getting today. The object has
to be to improve our clean air.

Senator JEFFORDS. Would you elaborate on the kinds of benefits
that could be achieved by significant reductions in the pollutants
of NOx and SOx and mercury? What are you looking for?

Administrator WHITMAN. Well, certainly. SO, SOx, has environ-
mental effects. It helps produce fine particulate matter, and Sen-
ator Clinton went into some detail about the impact that has on
human health. It aggravates asthma, chronic bronchitis, acute res-
piratory problems, hospital admissions, asthma among children,
acidification in lakes. It helps cause acid rain, which obviously af-
fects our lakes and our streams; soil acidification and soil nutrient
depletion. It damages trees.

NOx, again, has the same kind of human health implications—
particulate matter, premature death, aggravated asthma and
chronic bronchitis, acute respiratory problems. It also decreases
visibility and is a major contributor to regional haze. It has an im-
pact on coastal eutrophication over fertilization, which causes dead
zones, as we have seen, and problems again in our coastal areas;
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soil acidification and soil nutrient depletion. It damages trees and
crops, global warming and stratospheric ozone depletion.

Mercury—the primary source of the problem is derived through
eating fish that contain high levels of methyl-mercury. That is a
neuro-toxicity producer that includes things such as mental retar-
dation, cerebral palsy, difficulty speaking and hearing. Other im-
pacts appear to include impaired reproductive systems—those are
things that we are seeing some signs of; impaired immune system
functioning and cardiovascular problems.

Senator JEFFORDS. When will you be able to tell us what levels
will adequately protect human health in the environment?

Administrator WHITMAN. Well, we are working toward a bill, as
you indicated, which would set some standards, and it is our hope
to be able to do that early in the fall.

Senator JEFFORDS. What kind of benefits could we get if we si-
multaneously cut carbon dioxide? It seems that the efficiency im-
provements that help cut carbon would also cut these other pollut-
ants.

Administrator WHITMAN. Well, really, I would approach it from
the other way at this point, which says that the actions that we
take to reduce SO, and SOx and NOx—SO; and NOx—actually
help reduce carbon. We are doing a number of things now, as you
may know, through voluntary programs that also achieve carbon
reduction. The Energy Star Program, in and of itself, which is a
voluntary program, last year alone reduced the equivalent in car-
bon emission of 10 million cars—as if we had removed 10 million
cars from the road, which is a significant amount of that. It is also
one of our best programs, and as I indicated before, is a totally vol-
untary one. Last year, and I can read you the actual statistics, En-
ergy Star products and practices saved almost 10,000 megawatts of
peak summer demand. The figures show that Energy Star commit-
ments have prevented 864 billion pounds of carbon dioxide and will
provide cumulative energy bill savings for consumers and busi-
nesses of $60 billion through 2010.

Senator JEFFORDS. Generally, doesn’t it make more economic
sense to invest in cutting all four pollutants at once, instead of cut-
ting back at the sources——

Administrator WHITMAN. I do not believe, Senator, that even if
you were to do all four pollutants that that would necessarily pro-
vide the kind of certainty that you are looking for the utilities, be-
cause there is still so much of an international discussion that is
going on on carbon. What we are finding statistically as we are
doing our studies would mean that there may well be the need for
further refinement of that sometime in the future. An appropriate
cap-and-trade system for SOx and NOx, and we are looking at
what we can do with that with mercury, would allow flexibility for
the utilities to make some determinations to buy some allowance
against any kind of future carbon cap.

Senator JEFFORDS. Senator Smith, I would alert everyone that
we are on a time basis, and I am trying to make sure that there
should be available to you something which tells you how much
time you have and have used.

Senator SMITH. Five minutes?

Senator JEFFORDS. Right. My 5 minutes are now up.
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Senator SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Administrator Whitman, during the Acid Rain Program, isn’t it
true that the earliest reductions under that program came from the
so-called dirtiest plants?

Administrator WHITMAN. Yes, that is true.

Senator SMITH. And isn’t it also true that under that acid rain
trade and exchange cap-and-trade and exchange, that the majority
of the reductions actually came earlier than we had expected and
greater than we expected?

Administrator WHITMAN. They did. Yes.

Senator SMITH. Let me ask you a question on the issue of regu-
latory relief. If we are going to go to a trade and exchange cap-and-
trade and exchange of credits, and obviously I think that is where
we are all headed, what would you suggest in terms of regulatory
relief that should be put on the table in order to make some of
those exchanges and credits work? On behalf of industry, what
would you consider from the Administration’s point of view putting
on the table for regulatory relief?

Administrator WHITMAN. We believe that, depending on what
levels are set—I mean, obviously, the target levels are going to be
important in determining the extent of regulatory relief, but we be-
lieve that there is significant regulatory relief to be achieved for
the utilities. We have the 126 reg, the NOx SIP Call, BART. There
are New Source Review. There are a number of these very time
consuming and costly regulations that would no longer be nec-
essary if the appropriate target levels were set in the bill. Acid
rain, NOx controls, as you know, the utilities are subject to a huge
host of different regulations that are attacking each one of the
issues separately. What we are talking about here are overarching
standards that would mean that we no longer needed to have the
individual regulations.

Senator SMITH. Also, I would point out in my conversations with
some of the industry folks, there was certainly interest in volun-
tarily reducing carbon dramatically, and I believe, and I would ask
you just to comment on this, I believe that in the trade and ex-
changes that we do, there could be credits given for carbon reduc-
tion using such things as sinks.

Administrator WHITMAN. Certainly sinks are certainly a way to
address the issue of carbon and there has certainly been a lot of
discussion about credits.

Senator SMITH. There also could be credits used in investment in
renewables as credits, investment in perhaps other sources of
power as credits as well—even solar, which could also be inter-
esting in the sense that you would have perhaps the coal industry
investing in solar power in terms of for credits on perhaps New
Source Review.

Administrator WHITMAN. Well, the President in the energy pro-
posal that he has put forward has called for a number of different
incentives to help promote new technology and to help promote
clean coal technology, as well as alternate fuels and conservation,
and all of those goals. You know, when we talk about conservation,
to the extent that we can reduce the demand for a kilowatt, that
is a kilowatt we do not have to produce. That is obviously perforce
going to be cleaner.
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Senator SMITH. I am ready to roll up my sleeves and work with
you. I look forward to doing that. Thank you very much.

I apologize for having to leave. I have another appointment.

Senator JEFFORDS. Senator Clinton?

Senator CLINTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would endorse Senator Inhofe’s request for a clean technology
hearing, including clean coal technologies, because there is a lot of
talk about it, but I think we need to have an in depth look at what
does work, what the state of the technology is, and how we would
proceed.

I was pleased to hear your endorsement of the Energy Star Pro-
gram because I think that your statistics certainly tell the story
that is one that needs to be widely known. But I am concerned that
the budget for the Energy Star Program is flat, so that it does not
appear as though the Administration is supporting a proven pro-
gram that has encouraged people to take the steps necessary to re-
duce their own energy usage, and thereby reduce the emissions. I
hope that we will be able to look for a revision of that in the weeks
ahead as we move toward appropriating the funds necessary to
support an effective program.

Administrator Whitman, Chairman Jeffords actually asked all
my questions on pollution and emission, including the issue con-
cerning the three-pollutant versus four-pollutant approach. I guess
it was Senator Voinovich. I was giving you credit, Jim., for the
clean technologies hearing, but I have just been told that it was
Senator Voinovich. But it was a good idea, so we ought to followup
on that.

[Laughter.]

Senator JEFFORDS. I approved of it.

Senator CLINTON. Good, excellent.

I hope that we will start the kind of conversations that will lead
us to figure out what we can do to move forward on CO; controls,
even if it is part of a four-pollutant strategy that does not have ev-
erything some of us would want with respect to carbon dioxide, be-
cause I think we need to establish the kind of certainty that the
industry certainly has talked to me about.

Governor Whitman, I cannot let an opportunity go by with you
here without asking about an important environmental issue in
New York and New Jersey, namely the cleanup of PCB contamina-
tion in the Hudson River. Today, a New York Times editorial states
that rumors have been flying all week that Mrs. Whitman would
shortly announce her own dredging plan that would reduce the
Clinton Administration’s plan to a mere pilot project, followed by
years of additional study and analysis. The reports, none confirmed
by Mrs. Whitman herself, have emerged from various Members of
Congress with whom she has been conferring, and from lower ech-
elon sources at her agency.

Now, Governor, I know that the agency is still officially in a for-
mal review process, but I would like to give you the opportunity
now to confirm or clarify these rumors. First, is it true that you
will be making, not necessarily announcing, but making a final de-
cision by the end of this week?
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Administrator WHITMAN. I certainly hope to get it done as quick-
ly as possible. I would like to get it done by the end of this week
if I can.

Senator CLINTON. Second, is there any factual basis to the con-
cern that you are considering a pilot project, followed by years of
additional study and analysis?

Administrator WHITMAN. Senator, as over the 10-year tortuous
history of this case, there have been a lot of proposals put forward.
Until the record is closed, it is my obligation to listen to all of
them. I have made no decision. I have nothing in my hip pocket
that I am preparing to spring on anyone at this time.

Senator CLINTON. I also understand that your decision, when it
is made, will be followed by a 30-day period for the Governor of
New York to review the decision. Is that how the process works?
And what role will the Governor be able to play with respect to the
final decision?

Administrator WHITMAN. Well actually what happens is that
since the—the record of decision, if that is the way we go, comes
from the region. That has to come back to headquarters. It has to
be reviewed by the people in headquarters. Then it goes—and this
is after I have made a decision of go or no-go with that—then it
has to go to the State of New York and they have a month’s period
in which to make additional comments or suggest additional
changes if they feel they are necessary.

Senator CLINTON. And so at that point, then, the State’s response
will be taken into account before you issue a final decision?

Administrator WHITMAN. Yes.

Senator CLINTON. Can you provide us with any additional infor-
mation about the decisionmaking process or anything else regard-
ing the timing? Are we just going to wait and see what happens
in the next week or two?

Administrator WHITMAN. It is safe to say that I am giving it at-
tention. That there are lots of very deeply held opinions on this
issue, and I am going to do what I think is in the best interest of
the environment and for the public in all the States impacted by
it.

Senator CLINTON. And will you also consider carefully the pre-
vious position of Governor Whitman of New Jersey?

Administrator WHITMAN. Governor Whitman of New dJersey
never endorsed the dredging plan. But Governor Whitman of New
Jersey, as Administrator Whitman of the Environmental Protection
Agency, is absolutely committed to cleaning up toxins where we
find them.

Senator CLINTON. Thank you.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Inhofe?

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Madam Administrator, I am not asking this critically, but I am
just kind of curious. Senator Specter and I requested some informa-
tion on New Source Review some time ago. We had a deadline of
July 13. I know this came about the time that you are trying to
get people confirmed, and you were kind of alone at that time, but
can you give us a status on that, when we might get this report
back?
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Administrator WHITMAN. Senator, we are moving to provide you
with all the answers to questions that you have asked. As you
know, in the President’s energy plan, he required of us a report by
the middle of August on New Source Review. We are on-target to
reach that, to be able to provide him with that review that he re-
quired of us on New Source Review. But we will continue to do ev-
eﬁything we can to answer the questions that you have as we reach
them.

Senator INHOFE. OK, I think that is important. When I chaired
the Clean Air Committee, we had hearings on this—one was in the
State of Ohio—and found some things that really need to be looked
at. So we are anxious to get that report.

I would just like for a minute to address this NAS study that
was out, where the report concludes that global warming may be
happening, and then, I'm quoting, “emphasize that more systematic
research is needed to reduce current uncertainties in climate
change science.” We recently had a hearing where we had a num-
ber of qualified witnesses, and I was shocked to find out how primi-
tive even the best models which predict climate change are. It was
Dr. Linzer, a renowned climatologist from MIT who stated in our
hearing that the models we use have not been improved for 20
years and cannot be the basis for any conclusions. Then the recent
NAS study agrees, and I will quote now, “a thorough under-
standing of the uncertainties is essential to the development of
good policy decisions, and without understanding the sources and
degree of uncertainty, decisionmakers could fail to define the best
ways to deal with the serious issues of global warming.”

This concerned me at that time. Is the Administration going to
be looking at updating these models so that we can have something
a little better to work with than we have had in the past?

Administrator WHITMAN. Yes, Senator. As you may know, when
the President gave his June 11 speech on climate change, one of
the things that he emphasized was the fact that he wanted to see
additional dollars. Even though the United States far and away
makes the largest commitment in research dollars of any nation on
Earth, he intends and desires to increase that, as well as looking
for our international partners, particularly the European Union, to
step up their contribution to the scientific effort that is still needed
to determine where the impacts are coming from, how much of this
is naturally occurring, how much is manmade, and if so, what
parts of man’s activities are having the biggest impact, and there-
fore how can we best target our resources to address it if we are
going to.

Senator INHOFE. When I heard his speech where he said essen-
tially what you just said, I was hoping that he was specifically re-
ferring, among other things, to those models. Because we spent a
whole hearing listening to how deficient they were and how out-
dated they are, and yet it seems as if there is nothing newer, and
so we are basing our conclusions on models that are antiquated. So
I am glad to hear that that was one of them.

Your chart—the second one you showed up there—I thought was
very revealing. In my opening statement, I talked about the im-
provements that we have made over the years, but the public is not
aware of that. I think the public is getting misinformation and is
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led to believe that things are really worse then they are. Your
chart, which I looked through the material and I did not get a copy
of—yes, it is that one right there—it showed that since 1970 that
while the energy consumption went up 42 percent, emissions went
down 31 percent. I think that is really astounding. I would hope
that as you articulate this matter and the months go by, that you
remind people that this is really a success story—that good things
have happened. I know you have been trying to do that, but this
is a good way of doing it and I applaud you for that and I hope
you will continue to do that.

Administrator WHITMAN. Senator, if I might just update on your
initial question, because I got a more definitive answer for you,
that we hope to have your letter—it is in final review, and we hope
to have the letter completed by Friday, tomorrow.

Senator INHOFE. That is great. All right.

Administrator WHITMAN. Just to give you a—it is at OMB.

Senator INHOFE. On this question, I think you have a good pulpit
for this for the nation to say, you know, this is a success story. We
are going to build on this success story. But let them know that
it is not this dismal picture that we so often get.

Administrator WHITMAN. What is important to me and the lesson
there is that it is not an either/or. You do not have to have either
a healthy economy or a clean environment; that if we are smart,
if we use modern technology wisely, if we approach things in a sys-
tematic way, we can in fact do both.

Senator INHOFE. I believe that is right. I think we can harmonize
our efforts also with the energy problem. We cannot act like it is
not there, and I hope that we will continue to do that, and the Ad-
ministration will also.

Thank you very much.

Senator JEFFORDS. Senator Corzine?

Senator CORZINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I will identify with the remarks of my colleague from New York,
that a lot of the questions I might have wanted to ask have been
asked, but I might even repeat some of them. I want to particularly
identify with the questioning with regard to the judgment about
the GE issues that are so important to the citizens of New Jersey
and New York, and all those that touch up against the Hudson
River. I would throw back to one of the reasons that there was
such strong support for your participation is a belief, as the Admin-
istrator, was the people’s belief of your commitment to a clean envi-
ronment, and to some extent interpretation of your leadership with
regard to this issue, which is very vital to a lot of folks. So while
maybe the junior Senator from New Jersey is not reading the his-
tory and your words correctly, we felt very strongly that you were
on the side of making sure that this was addressed in a very envi-
ronmentally friendly format. So I will anxiously await seeing the
results of your decision. I hope that we do not have to go back and
argue over what the words meant and said, because I admired your
leadership with regard to these things in days past.

You can comment or not.

Administrator WHITMAN. You do not need to worry, Senator.
Those words—I meant it. I am committed to cleaning up the envi-
ronment.
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Senator CORZINE. On another note, one of the reasons this car-
bon dioxide issue, in my view, should be addressed now really gets
at some of the things that I hear others talk about with regard to
bringing free market or market issues to bear on how we deal with
the environment. I am going to quote, and I think I have been here
and done this in the private sector, but I am going to quote James
Rogers who as the chief executive officer and president of Cinergy
recently testified before the committee and said, “My company
seeks comprehensive multi-emission power plant legislation be-
cause we want long-term clarity and certainty built into our envi-
ronmental compliance planning process. Without some sense of
what our carbon dioxide commitment might be over the next 10, 15
or 20 years, how can I or my board or any other utility CEO think
we have a complete picture of what major requirements our plants
will face?” You cannot make these type of long-term decisions—25-
or 30-year decisions—without having the kind of information. So if
we do not put something definitive or relatively defined on the
table, it becomes very difficult for the business community to make
the kinds of decisions that we need to see environmentally take
place. So I identify with Mr. Rogers’ comments on this issue, and
I think it is one of the strongest reasons why we need to address
this now.

I would just add, I hear all this conversation about cap-and-trade
work, which I think is a great idea. It certainly is with some of the
ones where there is a greater degree of consensus. It is very hard
to conceive of how one would put together a legitimate program
about capping and trading with carbon dioxide if you did not have
something definitive to work against. So I am troubled that we will
not get those benefits that so many people want to talk about with
regard to market-based initiatives if we do not do something that
defines what cap-and-trade will be working against. So I am really
interested in the GE issue, really interested in these other two
market-based concepts.

Administrator WHITMAN. Well, Senator, if I might again on the
carbon issue, because I understand exactly what you are saying
and we have certainly heard a lot of it, but even if the bill were
to address carbon, I am not sure it would give the utilities the cer-
tainty they are seeking, because the whole issue of climate change
is still one that is very much under discussion. There is still a lot
of uncertainty, and it would not necessarily. We are a long way
from knowing how to solve the problem, so it would not necessarily
give them the kind of certainty that there would not be future re-
ductions required that we can actually move forward with on SOx,
NOx, and mercury. It is going to be easier to set those standards
with some level of certainty and with a consensus than it will be
on carbon. So that even if we did do it, it would still be open.

Senator CORZINE. Excuse me, Madam Administrator. I am not
hearing you say that the scientific evidence on global warming is
not coming to a conclusion.

Administrator WHITMAN. There are conclusions being drawn, but
I think that there still is a level of uncertainty as to what the car-
bon targets need to be and how to achieve them, and that there
would not be further reductions required down the line. That is, of
course, the bottom concern here, is what kind of credits you get up
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front if you move early, if you make a big investment and all of
a sudden the rules change on you, what the impact is going to be.
All T am saying is that there is more uncertainty with what are ap-
propriate targets for carbon than there are for SOx, NOx and mer-
cury.

Senator JEFFORDS. Senator Voinovich?

Senator VOINOVICH. The Administration is working on a three-
pollutant emissions bill?

Administrator WHITMAN. Yes, Senator.

Senator VOINOVICH. Do you know if that is going to be looking
at the issue of New Source Review, which has got the utilities and
many other people kind of in a state of limbo?

Administrator WHITMAN. Well, it is our feeling that right now
that depending on where you set the targets, that New Source Re-
view is certainly one of those regulatory aspects that would no
longer be necessary—the regional haze, the BART, as I mentioned
before, the MACT standards, the NOx SIP Call, the 126 Rule, acid
rain—all of those could be eliminated and combined into one regu-
latory process under a new piece of legislation that would be vastly
simplified. It depends where you go on those for utilities—we are
talking for utilities now—as far as most of those are concerned. But
where you go depends on what level is set in the final legislation,
how far you can go to eliminating the additional regulations that
we have in place now.

Senator VOINOVICH. I think that the point that Senator Corzine
made is a good one. I think from a realistic point of view, I agree
with you and I agree with the Administration, but the fact of the
matter is that we need to deal with the carbon issue—substantively
or politically—if we are going to get any kind of consensus and get
something through here. I would suggest that somebody really
start to brainstorm on some method that will kind of respond to
what Senator Corzine was saying with his comments.

Administrator WHITMAN. I think it is important to know that
when we look at the efforts that are underway or that are called
for in the President’s energy plan on energy conservation, we look
at the efforts undertaken with Energy Star. I am happy to tell the
Senator that we are going to in fact expand Energy Star—the num-
ber of buildings, the types of businesses to which it would be ap-
plied, and the number of appliances. We are going to be under-
taking a consumer—a big effort starting in October to educate con-
sumers on how to buy smart and what Energy Star means for
them. Those things have had immeasurable impact on reducing
carbon, on taking carbon out of the atmosphere. So they do work,
and it is just important to recognize them as part of the equation.

Senator VOINOVICH. We hear a lot about asthma, and we look at
the chart and we see that pollution is down, energy is up. I spent
a lot of time on that issue when we were talking about the ambient
air standards. If you have anything authoritative on the issue of
asthma and its causes—certainly, ozone does not help the situa-
tion, but I think so often what we do is we concentrate on one area,
and are there some other things that we ought to be dealing with,
because that problem is getting worse in this country, and if you
have any information on it, I would be grateful if you would share
it with me.
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The last issue is, we had a hearing at the Governmental Affairs
Committee on Tuesday in regard to making science a cabinet posi-
tion, and there is bipartisan support of a provision that would
amend the bill that would create an assistant in the science area.
Have you folks looked at that at all?

Administrator WHITMAN. Yes we have, Senator, and as I testified
on Monday, my only concern is, and Senator Thompson captured
it well when he said this often happens here. Windows of oppor-
tunity are short and important to capture when you have the op-
portunity, and that keeping it a clean bill—this is our opportunity
to get something through. While I believe science has got to be at
the basis of every decision we make, it underlies our credibility for
any regulation, and as I have indicated to you, I have already
taken some steps internally to ensure that we are applying science
at the beginning of any rulemaking process, that it is integral to
the rulemaking process. My concern is that if we were to add that,
that that would cause someone else to want to add something else.

This has been the history since 1988, when a cabinet-level bill
has been introduced, every time it has gone down. It has gone
down under the weight of ideas, important issues that need to be
discussed, but added on to that bill and it fell from its own weight.
That is not to say, as I indicated, that we should not have that dis-
cussion and do it perhaps afterwards or take it up in another way.
But my concern was simply that I think our window of opportunity
is there for the elevation, but only if the bill is kept relatively
clean.

Senator VOINOVICH. I would say to you that the credibility of the
agency is in question in terms of the issue of good science, and
there have been some reports that some of the people that were on
advisory committees were not objective in their decisionmaking be-
cause of boards that they served on and so on. What happens is
if you have an agency that does not have good science, then one
group attacks it because it is not good science, the other groups at-
tacks it. It seems to me that when you have that kind of expertise
aboard that people respect and know if objective, that it gives the
agency a lot more credibility. I will tell you, it would eliminate a
lot of lawsuits that are based on the fact they made this decision
and it was not on good science, but it was made because of a bias
either one way or the other way.

Administrator WHITMAN. I agree, and the need to ensure that we
are using the very best science, subject more of our decisionmaking
to peer review, and we are taking a very serious look at the allega-
tions that have been leveled about the composition of some of the
boards, and we take that one very seriously.

I did want to respond to your concerns about asthma, to say that
we would be happy to share with you any of the data we have, and
in fact we have started now—we are undertaking for the first time
for the agency a public awareness campaign to help people under-
stand what they can do themselves to reduce the likelihood of se-
vere asthma attacks, what you can do—indoor air, not subject chil-
dren to second-hand smoke, look for those indicators—pets, dust,
other things that exist within the home to try to control the home
environment and indoor environments. We are trying to give people
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some tools on that. But we do have additional information I would
be happy to share with you.

Senator JEFFORDS. Senator Chafee?

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Welcome, Governor. I know this is not a hearing on the Jeffords
bill, but has the Administration or have you started to analyze that
bill and taken a position?

Administrator WHITMAN. We have not taken a position. We are
still in the process of working on the Administration’s three emis-
sion proposal.

Senator CHAFEE. And obviously as we go forward, carbon dioxide
is going to be the sticking point, and how are you going to approach
reducing these emissions?

Administrator WHITMAN. Well, as I had mentioned before, the
President has called for a significant investment in conservation
technology which obviously impacts on carbon. We have seen sig-
nificant measurable reductions through programs that we already
have through the Energy Star program being the lead one on that,
which is a voluntary program. As we look at the kind of clean tech-
nologies or the standards that we set for SOx and NOx, that will
have an impact on carbon. Those things are interrelated. So there
are a number of initiatives being undertaken right now as part of
the energy plan to address emissions in general that will have an
impact on that. But the President is not looking for, at this point
in time, a mandatory cap on carbon.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you, Governor. You have been very
forthright and we deeply appreciate your answers. We, of course,
reserve the right to submit to you additional questions to respond
in writing.

Administrator WHITMAN. Absolutely.

Senator JEFFORDS. But for now, thank you very much, and we
look forward to working with you.

Administrator WHITMAN. Thank you.

Senator JEFFORDS. While the next panel is getting assembled, I
want to just take a moment to make a couple of housekeeping an-
nouncements. Senator Smith and I are going to direct our staff to
pull together a group of stakeholders that have an interest in pass-
ing comprehensive legislation to address power plant emissions.
The first meeting is likely to be in September. Members of the com-
mittee and their staff are obviously welcome to have input on these
meetings.

I am also hopeful that the committee will hold a legislative hear-
ing on S. 556 not too long after the process concludes.

One more additional matter. I would like to remind the witnesses
that their verbal statement should be limited to 5 minutes, and a
little red light will come on when it is time to wrap up. No serious
things will happen to you if you go a little bit beyond that, but I
will just ask your help. Your written statements and any additional
material will be included in the record, and members of the com-
mittee may be sending you all followup questions as well.

Let us now proceed to Mr. Johnstone. It is good to see a
Vermonter at the table, and I deeply appreciate your being here,
and please proceed.
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STATEMENT OF SCOTT JOHNSTONE, ENVIRONMENTAL SEC-
RETARY, STATE OF VERMONT AGENCY OF NATURAL RE-
SOURCES

Mr. JOHNSTONE. Thank you, Senator Jeffords, and members of
the committee.

It is my pleasure to appear before you today to offer testimony
in support of comprehensive efforts to reduce power plant emis-
sions, and in particular S. 556.

We in the Northeast live down wind from virtually the rest of the
nation. In fact, a quick look at a map showing air flows will tell
you that we are, in effect, the tailpipe of the nation. In addition to
the harm caused by pollution emitted within our region, pollutants
from many of our nation’s most industrialized regions find their
way to our corner of the country. Every year brings more and more
evidence that air pollutants of all types harm the health of our chil-
dren, our seniors, those who suffer from respiratory diseases and
our natural environment.

Despite the Clean Air Act’s original intent and subsequent
amendments to the law, recent reports document many serious
problems related to poor air quality, including ongoing acidification
of lakes and ponds, increasing levels of carbon dioxide and other
greenhouse gases in our atmosphere, and health advisories in
many States recommending limited consumption of fish due to
widespread mercury contamination. I believe the kind of com-
prehensive four-pollutant bill before your committee, focusing spe-
cifically on emissions from existing utilities, must be a critical com-
ponent of any new clean air legislation.

While protecting public health and the environment must be our
goal, I recognize that promoting cost-effective approaches that in-
spire innovation is critical to achieving this goal. The key to com-
prehensive and cost-effective public health and environmental pro-
tection is the establishment of firm tonnage emissions caps for all
pollutants of concern.

The necessity for legislation such as S. 556 is apparent partly be-
cause of the unanticipated weakness in the existing Clean Air Act,
and also because of new scientific evidence. In crafting the original
Clean Air Act, Congress reasonably assumed that many of the larg-
est, and arguably dirtiest, electric power plants—typically coal-
fired—were nearing the end of their useful economic life, and
therefore exempted them. Unfortunately, our nation’s air quality
continues to be adversely affected by these old power plants. There
is no compelling reason to continue exempting high-emitting power
plants from applying proven technology such as flue gas emission
control devices.

While we have made considerable progress reducing sulfur diox-
ide and nitrogen oxide emissions since 1990, recent findings dem-
onstrate that much work remains. Because of acid deposition, 346
Adirondack lakes—one quarter of all surveyed—no longer support
fish. In Vermont, we have identified 35 lakes as sensitive or im-
paired by acidification. In addition, on Camel’s Hump—Vermont’s
fourth tallest peak—the red spruce canopy has been extensively
damaged and new growth red spruce is showing signs of acidic
damage.
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New air pollution concerns have also emerged in the past three
decades. These are issues with perhaps even more significant ad-
verse implications for the health and well being of our citizens and
our environment. First, research clearly documents that the
Earth’s atmosphere has heated up during the past half century due
to human-made air pollutants such as carbon dioxide, which is pro-
duced during the combustion of fossil fuels. The likely results of
global climate change include widespread coastal flooding, immense
changes in habitat for plants and animals, an increase in weather-
related natural disasters, and in Vermont, possible crippling im-
pacts on our ski areas and our maple sugar industry—potential
devastating blows to our State’s economy and to our State’s culture.

Furthermore, we know that the Kyoto Protocol, while the start-
ing point which this country should embrace, falls well short of re-
ducing emissions to a level that even stabilizes, much less reverses,
global climate change.

Second, mercury emitted in trace amounts by burning coal and
other fossil fuels has found its way into fish throughout the North-
east. All six New England States, New York and New Jersey have
issued fish consumption advisories. Fully 30 percent or more of the
mercury deposited in the Northeast originates from sources outside
of the region.

As a first step in addressing these many problems, I urge you to
correct the faulty assumptions of 25 years ago and remove the ex-
emptions that have allowed large plants to emit massive amounts
of pollution into the atmosphere, and ultimately into the lungs of
our citizens. Furthermore, power plants emit significant amounts of
other toxic compounds in fine particulate matter. In order to avoid
potentially conflicting requirements between existing and new
power plant regulation, a truly comprehensive approach in new leg-
islation should define requirements for utility power plants specific
to all air pollutants emitted.

I encourage the committee members to craft a national policy
that recognizes that for every measure of pollution reduction, there
is a benefit to society. This notion is embodied in the Binational
Toxics Strategy which our government has entered into with Can-
ada. This agreement states that for some pollutants, the goal must
be the virtual elimination of the contaminant. Power plant emis-
sions contribute to many of the major environmental issues before
us—mercury, fine particulate matter, global climate change and
airborne toxins. To address these threats to our environment and
health, we must have a sound goal and a sound policy direction.
Virtual elimination is the right goal. It is a long-term goal, and
new technologies and renewable sources of energy will provide the
solutions for achieving this goal.

I urge you to adopt legislation that first imposes mandatory out-
put-based emissions reductions for all currently grandfathered
power plants as expeditiously as possible, and second, incorporates
the concept of progressive reduction beyond currently identified
achievable limits. We have learned from experience that thresholds
for individual components of air pollution all too often need to be
revised as we learn more about health effects of various pollutants,
particularly toxics, which argues for the goal of virtual elimination.
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While the Northeast States in our region have been successful in
collaborating on partial solutions to many of these environmental
challenges, State and regional approaches are no substitute for
sound, comprehensive national policy, which is why I am here
today speaking in favor of the legislation.

In closing, I want to thank you, Senator Jeffords and committee
members, for this opportunity to testify. As you know far better
than I do, Senator Jeffords, Vermont is a special place of out-
standing natural beauty, and with a citizenry imbued with a strong
environmental ethic. While nature dictates that winds blow from
west to east across the North American continent, it is within the
control of this Congress to decide if our corner of the country will
remain the tailpipe of the nation.

Thank you.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you very much. In fact, I was going to
have you repeat that, but I think I'll let it be.

[Laughter.]

Senator JEFFORDS. Dr. Thurston. I am going to go right down the
line, and then we will have questions after everyone has had a
chance to make their statement. As always, we reserve the right
to pester you with questions in writing.

So Dr. Thurston, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF DR. GEORGE D. THURSTON, ASSOCIATE PRO-
FESSOR OF ENVIRONMENTAL MEDICINE, NEW YORK UNI-
VERSITY SCHOOL OF MEDICINE

Dr. THURSTON. Thank you. Good morning, Senator Jeffords and
members of the committee.

I am George Thurston. I am a tenured Associate Professor of En-
vironmental Medicine at the NYU School of Medicine. My scientific
research involves investigations of the human health effects of air
pollution.

Despite progress over the last decade, Americans are still suf-
fering from the adverse health effects of air pollution. The health
consequences of breathing air pollution caused by emissions from
utility power plants are severe and well documented. Over the past
few decades, medical researchers examining air pollution and pub-
lic health, including myself, have shown that air pollution is associ-
ated with a host of serious adverse human health effects, including
asthma attacks, heart attacks, hospital admissions, adverse birth
outcomes and premature death. Moreover, long-term exposure to
air pollution has been estimated to take years from the life expect-
ancy of Americans living in the most polluted cities relative to
those living in cleaner cities.

One of the air pollutants most carefully studied in the 1990’s is
particulate matter or PM. Particulate matter is composed of two
major components, primary particles including soot and ash emit-
ted directly into the atmosphere by pollution sources; and sec-
ondary particles formed in the atmosphere from gaseous pollutants
such as sulfur dioxide, SO,, and nitrogen oxides. Fine particles
such as those that result from power plant emissions can bypass
the defensive mechanisms of the lung and become lodged deep in
the lung where they can cause a variety of health problems.
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Since the PM;s standard was set in 1997, many dozens of newly
published in 1997, many dozens of newly published studies have
collectively confirmed the relationship between PM,s fine particle
pollution and severe adverse human health effects. In addition, this
new research has eliminated many of the concerns that were raised
in the past regarding the causality of the PM/health effects rela-
tionship, and has provided in addition plausible mechanisms for
the severe health effects that have been associated with PM in past
epidemiologic studies.

Sulphur dioxide emissions from coal plants contribute the most
to secondary particle formation. Sulphur dioxide is chemically con-
verted in the atmosphere after it is released from the smokestack
to become a sulfate particle. Sulfates include sulfuric acid particles.
In the East and Midwest U.S., sulfates make up the largest propor-
tion of the particles in our air—in many regions, well over half of
the fine particles. Moreover, power plants currently emit two-thirds
of the sulfur dioxide in the U.S. Older, pre-1980 coal-fired power
plants contribute about half of all electricity generation in the U.S.,
but produce nearly all of the sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide
emissions from the national power industry.

Therefore, to reduce particulate matter in the eastern U.S.,
major reductions in pollution emissions from older fossil fuel power
plants are needed. As documented in my written testimony, the
risk of particulate matter from power plants in particular have be-
come clear in the past decade’s research. Power plant PM is com-
posed of very small and especially damaging particles that bypass
the natural defenses of the body, and therefore can penetrate deep
in the lung where they are not easily cleared and reside for long
periods of time.

Recent epidemiologic and toxicologic evidence indicates that the
metals and acids contained in these particles make them especially
toxic. This indicates an urgency to the need for reductions in the
amounts of power plant pollution emitted into our air. Recent pol-
icy analyses have quantified some of the potential health benefits
of cleaning up SO, and NO; and NOx emissions from presently un-
controlled grandfathered power plants. For example, Levy and
Spengler in the April, 2001 issue of Risks and Perspective recently
estimated that reducing SO, and NOx emissions at only nine of
these plants would annually avoid some 300 deaths, 2,000 res-
piratory and cardiac hospital admissions, 10,000 asthma attacks
and 400,000 person-days of respiratory symptoms. Using a similar
approach, a study by Abt Associates last year found that if all the
uncontrolled power plants across the United States applied SO
and NOx emission controls, some 18,000 premature deaths per
year might be prevented.

Thus, the evidence is clear and it has been confirmed independ-
ently. Fine particle air pollution, especially those particles emitted
by fossil fuel combustion, are adversely affecting the lives and
health of Americans.

Finally, I would like to emphasize the importance of controlling
carbon dioxide from such power plants, along with the precursor
gases for PM and ozone. We now know that CO, concentrations in
the atmosphere can adversely affect our climate, and utility power
plants are a major source of that problem. If we are going to con-
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tinue to use coal as a major source of electrical energy, while at the
same time addressing our growing CO2 emission problem, controls
for CO, will also need to be developed and applied to coal-fire
power plants. Considering the magnitude of the health and climate
risks posed by power plant emissions, the Congress should take ac-
tion now to provide relief to Americans from the burden of air pol-
lution presently resulting from fossil fuel power plant emissions.

In summary, let me emphasize three points. Recent epidemio-
logic and toxicologic research has largely supported the toxicity of
fine particles to human health and provided plausible biological
mechanisms for the adverse health effects associations that we
have found. Second, of the particles in the ambient atmosphere,
evidence suggests that particles produced by fossil fuel combustion
and by coal-fired power plants in particular are among the more
toxic particles that we are exposed to in the ambient air. Last, con-
trolling the grandfathered utility power plants is needed if we are
to make significant further progress in meeting the new ozone and
PM;s air quality standards and in protecting the public’s health.

Thank you.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you very much, Doctor.

Mr. Boyden, pleased to see you again. It is about 20 years ago,
I guess, when we started having a working relationship, so it is a
pleasure to have you here.

STATEMENT OF C. BOYDEN GRAY, PARTNER—WILMER, CUT-
LER AND PICKERING, ON BEHALF OF THE ELECTRIC RELI-
ABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL

Mr. GrAY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I want to point out that I have a summer house near Acadia Na-
tional Park. I have climbed Cadillac Mountain many, many times.
It is one of the hot spots for ozone readings, so I am familiar with
these issues from a personal point of view, as well as a profes-
sional.

I do not think I need to say much about the Clean Air Act record.
Governor Whitman went over that. I think it is a very, very good
record, given the economic growth that our country has experienced
in the last two or three decades. The power plant record is espe-
cially good, and in terms of the Title IV acid rain reductions, dra-
matic—spectacular reductions which the New Republic recently re-
ferred to as “spectacular.” If this is a loophole or a grandfather,
then I say let’s have another one to get another set of such spectac-
ular reductions.

As I will say toward the end, the fact that the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990 produced the 50 percent reduction in acid
rain does not mean that that is the end of the issue, that you
should not consider another 50 percent reduction, but as I will em-
phasize, please do it with market incentives, not with such things
as the New Source Review.

There are really three outstanding problems—two that are public
health, which this hearing has addressed, and one that is not. The
public health problems are ozone and fine particulates. As for
ozone, I believe that is primarily now a mobile source problem of
cars, trucks. There was a problem with diesel during the test and
leaving 12 million tons on the table in the 1990’s. Power plants do
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contribute some, but after the NOx SIP Call, it really do think it
is primarily a mobile source problem. Ozone is improving, but we
still have a way to go. Here in Washington, The Washington Post
just recently referred to SUVs and the mobile source problem.
There was no reference to power plants, and I think that is an ac-
curate portrayal.

On PM; 5, most people do not know this I think, but these pollut-
ants have been coming down even as there has been a struggle
over the new NAAQS—down 17 percent in the 1990’s. They will
continue to come down because they are covered by the PMjo
standard, the ozone standard, the Title IV acid rain reductions, the
SIP Call and now the new visibility regulations. There are five pro-
grams that are going to keep driving fine particulates down regard-
less of what you do, although I am not saying you should not do
more.

Then, of course, there is the NSR Program, which is highly con-
troversial. One could spend an hour or two or three talking about
it. It is, in a sense, a retroactive administrative repeal of Title IV
because what EPA is asking is, if you look at the past settlements,
a 95 percent scrub of 70 percent of the output, notwithstanding the
fact that you repealed the 95 percent scrubber requirement in the
1990 amendments. We have heard discussion earlier here of possi-
bilities for creative technologies to control all these pollutants in
varying ways. An example I heard from one of the Senators talked
about a 70 percent removal. Well, that is not 95 percent, so you
could not use it. But it is a very rigid, permitting nightmare. It is
illicit, in my opinion, and I hope that if the goal is to get a 50 per-
cent cut, which is what a 95 percent scrub of 70 percent of the out-
put would amount to, or a little bit more, if the goal is to get a 50
percent cut in these pollutants, then I would say do it with a cap-
and-trade system. Extend the cap-and-trade system in. The current
Title IV—extend it more clearly to NOx; have it include, as Gov-
ernor Whitman suggested, the NOx SIP Call and the visibility reg-
ulations. Do it that way, rather than this piecemeal, piece by piece
by piece command and control permitting nightmare that is good
for lawyers like me, but not necessarily good for the economy.

I remember growing up in the South—God bless the man who
sues my client—and NSR is a dream come true for lawyers, but it
is a very, very debilitating thing for the businessman who actually
has to comply with your regulations.

As for carbon, I just want to make one comment about that. Peo-
ple tend to forget that carbon is only one of four or five major man-
made greenhouse gases. Ozone is one of them. Soot is another one.
Methane, which contributes to ozone, is a third. Burning rain for-
ests, of course, is a major fourth—a mixed bag of all kinds of prob-
lems, particulate matter and ozone and soot. We need to bear in
mind that to take care of these other problems would buy us time
on carbon, but at least they ought to be integrated in any kind of
trading regime that you look at or that the world looks at. We are
ahead, for example, of Europe in ozone. They do not want to try
to comply with the existing World Health Organization standard,
which is more relaxed than ours. I think we have to bear in mind
that there are other issues other than just CO, when you are talk-
ing about greenhouse gases.
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Thank you very much.
Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you, Mr. Gray.
Mr. Heydlauff?

STATEMENT OF DALE E. HEYDLAUFF, SENIOR VICE PRESI-
DENT-ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS, AMERICAN ELECTRIC
POWER COMPANY

Mr. HEYDLAUFF. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, members
of the committee. It is a privilege to be here before you today.

I am the Senior Vice President for Environmental Affairs at
American Electric Power Company headquartered in Columbus,
Ohio. We are one of the largest generators of electric power in the
nation. We are the largest consumer of coal in the western hemi-
sphere. We are also the third largest consumer of natural gas in
the United States. So we are a large energy producer, predomi-
nantly with fossil fuels. I am here today testifying on behalf of the
Edison Electric Institute, which is the association for most of the
industrial and electric utility community.

Let me just start by telling you that I have the unhappy task on
occasion of having to address my senior management and talk to
them about the issues that we are debating here today. They look
at me somewhat puzzled, and believe me I am not a popular man
when I do it many times, and I recount the testimony of those who
have preceded me and those who will follow, I suspect. They shake
their head and they say, “Well gosh, Dale, you know, perhaps we
do not understand what the Clean Air Act really does.”

It is partly my own fault because as I have explained it to them,
the heart and soul of the Clean Air Act is a system of national am-
bient air quality standards which is explicitly designed to protect
public health with an extra margin for safety. The country, by and
large across the board, with some notable exceptions, has attained
those standards, the presumption therefore being, what is the de-
bate about?

We have done it, I might add, in part through substantial reduc-
tions in emissions from our own sector, as well as those from the
rest of industrial America. As this chart depicts, the electric utility
industry by this year will have reduced its sulfur dioxide emissions
by 50 percent. By the time we have fully implemented the NOx SIP
Call that has been previously reported on, we will have reduced our
nitrogen oxide emissions by 50 percent. We virtually eliminated
particulate matter emissions by installing in the 1970’s electro-
static precipitators that remove 99.8 percent on average of all par-
ticulate matter.

This has come at a significant cost of $40 billion in capital costs,
approximately $100 billion total in all end-costs. It has come at the
same time, as Governor Whitman testified earlier, as we have seen
a dramatic increase in electricity consumption. Just taking that
electricity that comes from coal, we have generated 243 percent
more electricity from coal in the last 30 years. At the same time,
we are reducing these emissions. Coal consumption overall has
gone up 270 percent.

Let me give you a case in point to underscore how these require-
ments have dramatically affected our industry. Senator Voinovich
recently joined me on a tour of one of the largest generating plants
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in the country—the General James Gavin Plant, Cheshire, Ohio.
He saw there a plant that when it was originally built cost us ap-
proximately $650 million—two 1,300 megawatt coal-fired boilers,
the largest of their kind ever built at the time. You can set the
Statue of Liberty inside the boiler. It is enormous.

We then showed him a advanced flue-gas to sulfurization sys-
tem—essentially a chemical plant that removes sulfur dioxide. It
cost us $650 million—roughly the same cost as the plant itself, to
remove sulfur dioxide and essentially transform pollutant from one
media to another. Then we showed him our latest retrofit at the
plant, a $200 million selective keltic reduction system, which I un-
fortunately have to report we are having our growing pains in the
operations of this technology, which is not uncommon when you
retrofit an advance technology on a plant, the first of its kind, on
a plant of this size with this type of coal.

My point being there have been dramatic reductions in power
plant emissions. I am not here to tell you that we do not need to
continue to reduce. Frankly, what I am here to suggest to you is
we want to take your overture, Mr. Chairman—that expressed by
Senator Voinovich and other Senators. Let us sit down. Let us
work this out. Let us find a rationale and reasonable path to ad-
dressing the myriad environmental concerns that have been testi-
fied to, first by Governor Whitman and those by my fellow panel-
ists. Let us do it in a way that does not substantially disrupt the
fuel diversity upon which we generate electricity, which has pro-
vided tremendous benefits to this country. Competition among fuel
supplies is enormously important, particularly in an increasingly
global marketplace. Let us do it in a way that provides us with
enough time so that we can do it in a rationale way, so we can both
install conventional pollution controls and those innovative pollu-
tion reduction technologies such as the technology being pioneered
by Powerspan in New Hampshire that Senator Smith talked about.
But let us do it being mindful that the nation does have a diversity
of energy supplies, and we go about addressing and providing en-
ergy in this nation in different ways in different regions. I know
coal is not a big player in New England, Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand that. It is a huge issue to Senator Voinovich. It is what pow-
ers the industrial heartland of America and it literally has since
the day we first started generating electrons in this country.

So as we look at finding that right balance, and I understand it
will not be easy. It will be difficult. We are going to have debates
about the science and we should. We as an industry have spent
tens of millions of dollars, literally, for the last decade studying
these same issues. Probably not surprising to you, we reach dif-
ferent conclusion. But we do not differ with the understanding that
additional emission reductions need to occur, and we look forward
to working with you on the development of it and a greater emis-
sions reduction strategy.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator JEFFORDS. Mr. Schneider, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF CONRAD SCHNEIDER, ADVOCACY DIRECTOR,
CLEAN AIR TASK FORCE

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning.
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My name is Conrad Schneider. I am the Advocacy Director for
the Clean Air Task Force, a national environmental organization
whose mission includes working to reduce power plant emissions.

I appreciate the opportunity to speak to you today. I am testi-
fying on behalf of Clear the Air: The National Campaign Against
Dirty Power, a joint effort of the Task Force, the National Environ-
mental Trust and the U.S. Public Interest Research Group. It is a
campaign that involves over 120 organizations in 40 States and
represents hundreds of thousands of environmentally aware Ameri-
cans.

Now, I look forward in future hearings we can address the issues
that were raised by Senator Voinovich and some of the panelists
about the future of coal, the feasibility of technology and so forth.
But it is important not to jump over the problem statement as you
consider the bills before you. My Governor likes to say, from the
State of Maine, that we should not engage in ready, fire aim. So
it is important that we know what we are shooting for when de-
signing a bill to address the problems.

The adverse impacts from power plant pollution on public health
and the environment are so numerous and so profound that it is
scarcely time in 5 minutes to do more than list them. My first post-
er, which you have in the handout before you if you cannot see over
here, graphically illustrates the variety of ways in which power
plant pollution affects our lives and the natural world around us,
including acid rain, reduced life expectancy from fine particle inha-
lation, asthma attacks triggered by ozone smog, shrouds of haze
that blanket our national parks, mercury contamination in fish,
and the contribution to the problem of global climate change.

If you leave here with only three points today, I want you to re-
member that one, power plant pollution is the single biggest con-
tributor to each of these problems; two, that feasible solutions
exist; and three, that nothing short of the levels of reduction pre-
scribed in the Clean Power Act of 2001, that is S. 556, will be suffi-
cient to protect public health and the environment.

Let us examine each in turn. First, acid rain. Data gathered and
analyzed by the nation’s top acid rain researchers over the last
years demonstrates that the acid rain problem has not been solved,
nor will it be solved by the current Acid Rain Program in the Clean
Air Act. The map here from 1999 illustrates the continuing prob-
lem of high acidity of deposition in areas downwind of the nation’s
coal-fired power plant fleet. Over two-thirds of the sulfur dioxide
that causes acid rain comes from these plants.

Now, Dr. Charles Driscoll from Syracuse University and Dr.
Gene Likens of New Hampshire’s Hubbard Brook Research Foun-
dation, the discoverers of acid rain in this country, appear this
week on CNN with Administrator Whitman to discuss their re-
search. Their work, which you have summarized before you in the
report Acid Rain Revisited demonstrates that nothing short of a 75
percent cut beyond that required in the Clean Air Act of 1990 will
allow recovery of sensitive ecosystems in the Northeast to begin by
mid-century. That is, the Adirondacks, the Green Mountains, the
White Mountains—those that have been damaged by acid rain will
not get the relief they need without the level of reductions called
for in the Jeffords bill.
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Now, turning to public health, fine particles from power plants
are tied to a host of respiratory and cardiac problems, from trig-
gering asthma attacks to reduced life expectancy. Legions of stud-
ies, literally, most of which have been published since the passage
of 1990 Act, link particulate matter to these effects. Third-party re-
viewers from the Health Effects Institute have gone over that
science with a fine-tooth comb and confirmed the results. Looking
at the particulate matter filters on this poster, you will see an ex-
posed filter from Portland, Maine which had been exposed only 24
hours at levels far below the current Federal health standard. See-
ing it makes it more plausible the notion that breathing these par-
ticles 24 hours a day, day in and day out, could shave years off
your life. As Dr. Thurston testified, studies indicate that power
plants produce fine particles that are among the most toxic types
of particles we breathe.

Now, Abt Associates, a consulting firm that EPA uses to quantify
the benefits of its air regulations, using methodology approved by
EPA Science Advisory Board last year, found that power plant pol-
lution cut short the lives of 30,000 people each year and that more
than 18,000 of these lives could be saved by passing the Clean
Power Act—more lives than are saved each year by safety belts.
Using EPA’s methodology for assessing benefits, Abt Associates cal-
culated the benefits of this at $111 billion per year. Now, this map
which was prepared by Abt Associates illustrates that the greatest
risk of death from power plant pollution falls in the Midwest and
the Southeast, and that should not be surprising because that is
where the greatest concentration of plants are located. We often
hear about the Northeast being the primary recipient of this air
pollution. Well, the pollution falls most heavily where the plants
are. Of course, the greatest benefits would occur there, too, as the
next map indicates.

Now, we know from scientific studies that the relationship be-
tween pollution and disease is linear. That means that for every
ton we reduce, we can help save more lives. An analysis of several
of the power plant bills that were introduced in the last Congress,
and you have that before you in your packet, shows that the great-
er benefits are associated with the greater pollution reductions.
Here are the differentials, and I think you can see more clearly in
your packet, of what the lives saved would be for each of the dif-
ferent bills and the levels of cuts, particularly in sulfur. Greater re-
ductions yield greater benefits, greater numbers of prevented
deaths.

Now, as the earlier map showed, particle pollution is not evenly
distributed across the country. In fact, it is most intense near the
plants themselves. The Spengler and Levy analysis, which appears
in Risk in Perspective—that is John Graham’s newsletter from the
Harvard Center for Risk Analysis—indicates that people living in
the vicinity of power plants face the greatest risk from power plant
pollution. This work supports the birthday provision in the Jeffords
bill that requires cleanup on the plant’s thirtieth birthday, because
the national cap-and-trade system that allows certain plants to
avoid cleanup through purchase of emission credits created else-
where may not protect the people living in the shadow of the
smokestacks.
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Now, turning to ozone smog, we are in the middle of smog season
right now. Earlier this week, ozone alerts were issued even in my
home State of Maine. We were advised that our children should not
go outside to play. Well, my kids are in summer camp this week,
and I am frankly at a loss, even as a clean air expert, as to what
to tell them to do. Power plant emissions contribute over one-quar-
ter of the emissions that cause this problem in the East. If you
pass this bill, ozone alerts could become as much of a curiosity to
my kid’s kids as civil defense alerts are to my kids.

Now, another mark of air pollution is the shroud of haze that
blankets our national parks—areas that are supposed to offer us
pristine views, pristine air quality and majestic vistas. But all too
often, we arrive at these destinations to find the view that we came
to see obscured in haze. A 75 percent cut in sulfur dioxide from
power plants will be necessary to regain these vistas. I would like
to just offer a brief demonstration. You really have to get to the
last increment of pollution to see the benefit in these parks. This
is a bottle of water and this is some food coloring. I am going to
put one drop in, and you can see that the water which was pre-
viously clear is now green. Now, I can put more drops of food color-
ing into this and the water is a little darker green, but it is still
green. If I wanted to clean up this problem, like I want to clean
up the national parks, if I took a drop out, you would not see that
much improvement. If I took three drops out, you would not see
that much improvement. You have to get down to the last incre-
ment of pollution control in order to really see the difference when
you are talking about cleaning up these parks. That is what the
Jeffords bill requires.

Now, another problem associated we have heard about today is
mercury from power plants. I will not go into the details of that
because time is limited here, but coal-fired power plants are the
largest unregulated emitters of mercury in the nation. They ac-
count for 33 percent of the emissions. I think the most important
thing to understand is what the impact is on children who have
been exposed in utero to mercury contamination because their
mothers ate fish. These children are likely, according to the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, to struggle to keep up in school and
might even require remedial classes or special education because of
the subtle effects of mercury. A recent CDC report found that 10
percent of women of childbearing age were above EPA’s safe level
for mercury exposure. Nationally, this translates into six million
women who are at risk and 400,000 newborns at risk from neuro-
logical effects of mercury.

Now last, let me just touch on the issue of climate change. The
buildup of carbon dioxide and other heat-trapping gases in the at-
mosphere is primarily responsible for the unprecedented global
warming seen over the last 50 years, according to the National Re-
search Council. The White House, as part of its review on climate
change policy, requested that NRC review and the NRC found the
major threats are frequency of transmission of infectious diseases,
an influence on air quality and water quality, sea level rise and in-
creased storm activity, and changed drop distributions that would
disproportionately affect small farmers.

Senator JEFFORDS. Bring your statement to a conclusion.
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Mr. SCHNEIDER. I would be happy to close, Mr. Chairman. Thank
you.

I would just point out that in this month’s Science Magazine, the
latest science on climate, suggests that there is a 50-50 chance
that there will be a five degree increase in climate temperature by
the end of the century, and a 90 percent chance between three and
nine degrees. This is very significant and I would be happy to go
into the details of that.

In conclusion, you should understand that power plant pollution
is the dominant industrial contributor to each of the problems that
I have discussed today. Traditionally, we have dealt with those
problems one pollutant at a time. However, the natural world, in-
cluding our lungs, experiences them simultaneously. They interact
in the environment synergistically. For regulatory certainty, for the
environment and for industry alike, it makes sense to deal with
them comprehensively and as soon as possible. Nothing short of the
comprehensive cuts required by the Clean Power Act will be suffi-
cient to do that. We urge its speedy enactment.

I would be happy to answer your questions.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you.

Now, let me go back to the beginning of our line here and—MTr.
Johnstone, if we do not move Federal legislation to cut power plant
pollution soon, and electricity demand continues to grow, what will
be the impact on Vermont and other States like Vermont that do
not have major air quality problems now?

Mr. JOHNSTONE. Well, I think they will be numerous. First of all,
while we are in attainment, we are always getting closer and closer
as the impacts both of the way we live our lives in Vermont and
the issues we have spoken about today continue to surround us. So
it will mean that it will have much greater impact on our forests
and our habitat, deeply impacting our natural resource base, which
we are so proud of and so much is a part of our culture. We will
have more Vermonters become ill from the effects of the pollutants
increasing in our air, and them coming and going from our lungs.

It will put more pressure on us to try to accomplish the goals
through only State actions and only regional actions. Now, we have
had some success at doing that, both with our New England State
partners and with the Eastern Canadian Provinces in terms of put-
ting together regional pacts. We will continue to do that, but I
think it is a poor substitute to address the issues as compared with
really creating a national policy that guides us and gets us to work
at implementing the programs through the State level, which is
how we usually do this.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you for your support of the bill. We
seem to be saying the same things about cutting mercury emis-
sions. What other sources of mercury do we need to worry about
and how can we control them?

Mr. JOHNSTONE. Well, I think we need to be looking at all
sources of mercury that we as humans are enabling. In Vermont,
we are looking at the use of mercury in classrooms and in labs, and
we have done a successful school lab cleanup program. We have
done thermometer exchanges where fully 40,000 households out of
a total population of 600,000 came and exchanged their mercury
thermometers. We are getting into our farms and pulling the mer-
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§ury out of the farms and manometers that they use in our dairy
arms.

So we are actively trying to withdraw mercury from every source
where it is. This is a great example of a source that over the long-
haul I think the goal needs to be virtual elimination from sources
that we can deal with, not from the naturally occurring sources.
But we need to be able to achieve that goal if we are really going
to positively impact our environment and the health of our citizens.

Senator JEFFORDS. I gave a little preference to my Vermonter. 1
will ask a general question and ask each of you for your response.

What do you think will be the economic and environmental ef-
fects if we proceed with a three-pollutant bill and address carbon
5 years later?

Mr. Schneider—Ilet us start at the other end.

Mr. SCHNEIDER. I think probably one of the most articulate state-
ments on that point has been made by industry so far, which is
that it is a simple notion that we should not throw good money
after bad. Different economic decisions will be made if industry
needs to comply with a three-pollutant versus a four-pollutant ap-
proach. From the environmental perspective, it only makes sense
because as I have said, these pollutants interact with each other
and you can have some unintended consequences if you tradeoff
among them. But from an economic perspective, we are not going
to solve the problem and we are going to compound the problem
of uncertainty that industry is complaining about. So that would be
my response.

Senator JEFFORDS. Mr. Heydlauff?

Mr. HEYDLAUFF. Mine, Mr. Chairman, would be it depends en-
tirely on where you set the levels for the 3-P, certainly, to be able
to give you some idea of the economic impacts of that. You know,
carbon 1s a difficult topic. Yes, if I knew today what my mission
reduction requirements were on a 4-P basis, it may very well
change how I go about addressing my emission reduction obliga-
tions. But it depends entirely on what kind of compliance regime
you put in place. I would point out to you, in the previous Adminis-
tration the Council of Economic Advisers was asked by the Presi-
dent to do an assessment of the economic costs of complying with
Kyoto, and they came up with an interesting conclusion, and that
is that if we truly had complete flexibility in how we achieved our
emission reduction obligations under the Treaty—this is the nation
as a whole—87 percent of our emission reductions would be
achieved through actions taken outside our borders. Now, I would
submit to you there is enormous low-hanging fruit around the
world. There are ways in which we can help developing countries
electrify their economies either in places where they do not have
access to electricity—and about a third of the people alive on the
planet today, two billion people, do not have access to electricity—
or we could transform their current electrical supply system from
very inefficient dirty diesel generators to renewable energy sys-
tems, transfer that credit back. There has been a lot of discussion
about sink enhancement projects. We are doing a lot of that our-
selves as a company, and our industry as well.

There are lots of opportunities to reduce carbon dioxide, and I
would submit to you in the near-term we would go an harvest
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those before we started to reduce emissions on-system in a signifi-
cant way, in a significant way. Now, looking at pollution controls
holistically, it may make economic sense just to make a decision to
retire a plant and replace it with something that is less emitting
for all the pollutants of concern here today. But it is not certain.

So it all will depend, quite honestly, on how you fashion that
compliance program.

Senator JEFFORDS. Mr. Gray?

Mr. GrAY. I do not know that I can add much, except to say that
the rational way to look at it is, what is the cost per ton? And the
cost per ton of carbon removal in other countries and through other
methods is so much lower than it is on a plant site today in the
United States that it would not make any sense to do it. One way
to handle this, of course, is to say that anything you do onsite here,
in concert with any other pollution reduction measures you take,
whether it is retiring a plant or putting new technology on an ex-
isting plant, is to assure in this legislation, if you pass it, what the
baseline would be so that any reductions could be counted against
any later obligations.

I would second the cost per ton here, it does not make sense to
do it here. You would do it abroad. That would have the added ad-
vantage, of course, of transferring technology abroad, but that is
still very much up in the air and that is one of the reasons why
I think Governor Whitman is reluctant to endorse flat targets and
flat requirements in current legislation.

Senator JEFFORDS. Dr. Thurston?

Dr. THURSTON. Well, in regard to the delay of 5 years for CO,,
I would just say that with global warming, what we are talking
about here is a real buildup of momentum, and the sooner we start
working on the problem, the easier it will be to deal with the prob-
lem. I think Mr. Gray and others have made the point that we
have had a very successful run with air pollution, and that success
is largely due to command and control technology. Deadlines were
set. When we set a goal, we meet it. That has been the history of
the Clean Air Act. When we have set specific goals and deadlines,
I mean, yes, we have discussions. Like with SO, originally the peo-
ple were saying, well, it is going to cost us $1,500 a ton to clean
up SO.. Then EPA said $500. Well, it turned out now it is less than
$100 a ton that it is trading at for cleanup of SO..

So you know, I think the history has been that when specific
goals were set, specific deadlines, that our businesses have been
Zble to meet that, and that is really the success of the Clean Air

ct.

Senator JEFFORDS. Mr. Johnstone?

Mr. JOHNSTONE. I would say that I think it is very important
that all of the pollutants be included now, for many of the reasons
that you have already heard. I think the real trick is, what are the
targets in the short term, medium term, and what is long-term suc-
cess? And I think that in those dialogues you can work toward find-
ing the type of common ground that I have heard many people here
talk about today. I think to proceed without one or the other just
defers the question and certainly does not get to the issue of sur-
ety. Then it is all going to be a question of timing and how you
blend and mix the issues.
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So I would certainly argue that they all ought to be included, and
what is as important as the short-term goals I think is finally de-
fining what success is in the real long term. Beyond the first sets
of caps that you might want to talk about and might want to tar-
get, what do we really think that leads us to? Because I think that
gets us to the issues of really how far and how hard do we have
to innovate and is the current fuel mix the exact right fuel mix for
50 and 70 years from now? Or should we spur our innovation not
only toward cleaning up existing fuels, but driving much further
into the future about what it takes to actually have a healthy envi-
ronment and healthy people.

Senator JEFFORDS. Senator Voinovich, 10 minutes.

Senator VOINOVICH. First of all, I congratulate you on putting
this panel together.

In my opening statement, I indicated that—and it is tough. I am
the Senator from the culprit that is the bad guy. But I did mention
that over the years, our utilities have spent more money to reduce
their pollution than all of the utilities in your respective States.
There has been a dramatic reduction in pollution. Obviously, it is
still not good enough, and more needs to be done.

In my opening statement, I also said that I have been told by the
experts that the control technologies to reach the reduction levels
in the chairman’s bill for mercury are not available, and I have also
been told to reach the reduction levels for CO, without increasing
emissions of the other pollutants means that you have to switch
away from fossil fuels like coal.

I would like Mr. Heydlauff and Boyden Gray to comment on that.
I want to say, Mr. Heydlauff, I was very impressed when I visited
your facility—$650 million to build it; $650 million to put on the
scrubber, which we encouraged you to do while I was Governor,
and now another $200 million to do something about the NOx prob-
lem that you have. But I would like your comments about that. If
there is time, is there any way that we can get everybody in the
room and come up with something that works?

Mr. HEYDLAUFF. Let me answer your question about technology
first. We have gotten pretty good at building scrubbers. To be hon-
est with you, we do not like building them. They are an ugly proc-
ess. In Southern Ohio, we are transforming a valley into what will
probably someday be the new ski slope in Southern Ohio with
scrubber sludge. So there really does need to be a better way, and
I think that is the promise of clean coal technologies. With NOx
controls, we are building SCRs. We are building them rapidly. We
are making some mistakes, but we will work them out. It will be
a proven technology. It will consistently deliver 90 percent removal.
Scrubbers I think should get you 95 percent—wet scrubbers.

Mercury is the one that mystifies us. Quite honestly, it scares us
the most. We do not know of a commercially available control tech-
nology for mercury. The industry is working hard on that. We do
know that we capture mercury when we have a scrubber on a
power plant. EPA believes, but we have seen no evidence to verify
this, we hope that we will enhance mercury capture once we oper-
ate the selective keltic reduction for mercury control. We will know
that soon. We are going to do a test this summer, Senator, at
Gavin Plant to try to see whether or not mercury is enhanced. We
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had done a preliminary test and we saw some variability in mer-
cury capture. It ranged from 40 to 60 percent. We will see if it is
enhanced as a result of the operation of the SCR system.

Carbon dioxide is the interesting one. I already addressed it. Do
we have technology today to remove carbon dioxide from coal-fired
power plants? No. We are hopeful that someday in the future 20
years from now we can scrub out CO», and safely and permanently
dispose it in geologic formations deep under the earth. But we do
not have that today. Certainly, if you forced me on a unilateral
basis to reduce carbon dioxide and you did not give me that flexi-
bility I just talked about, there is no question it would lead to wide-
spread forced premature retirement of existing coal-fired power
plants and their replacement with new, efficient natural gas gen-
eration in the near term. That is what it would do, no question
about it.

Mercury could quite honestly have the same effect if we do not
come up with a cost-effective control technology to reach the emis-
sion reductions that the chairman’s bill would require. We simply
do not know how to do it.

Mr. GrAY. I am not an engineer, so I cannot—except to say that
this is enormously complicated—speak to the CO, question. With-
out a global regime where you are trading between greenhouse
gases and between all countries, and you are taking sinks into ac-
count, it is really to imagine what a utility should do. You have to
remember that, I do not know what the fraction is, but the mobile
source side of this is very, very important and it does not make any
sense to regulate CO; just on power plants, and not do it vis-a-vis
the mobile source sector. I would not make any sense, and how to
trade between the two would be very, very important.

As 1 said earlier, the CO; costs are so much higher here than
they would be in a developing country, that it just would not make
any sense currently to do it here. You do it abroad.

Senator VOINOVICH. So what you are basically saying is that the
technology for mercury is still questionable, and in terms of the
CO;, you have some real problems with that, and in all likelihood
if that were mandatory, you would switch from coal to burning nat-
ural gas. Is that——

Mr. HEYDLAUFF. If you do not give me the flexibility. We are run-
ning, and this kind of goes to the chairman’s earlier question, we
have been running economic analyses of this, and just to put the
cost in perspective of the mercury controls, because they actually
exceed those of carbon dioxide significantly. A 90 percent mercury
reduction requirement, according to recent economic analysis per-
formed by the industry, which we would be happy to make avail-
able to the committee—may have already done so, I do not know—
has found that the cost to the industry would be $226,000 per
pound of mercury reduced. Staggering figures. Dr. Thurston’s com-
ments about CO» were not quite correct. It is $200 a ton what sul-
fur dioxide is trading for today. But you put that—that’s per ton,
you know. With mercury, you are looking at pounds.

Mercury is an interesting element. You could put all of the mer-
cury we emit in the industry on this conference table. It certainly
would collapse the table, but you are talking about trace amounts
from any individual power plant. The science, despite what you
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heard here, is not as clear about the causal relationship between
mercury emissions and methyl mercury concentrations in fish,
which is the only pathway to human exposure. We do not have a
population that eats a great deal of freshwater fish, so that popu-
lation exposure is relatively limited.

I do not say this to argue that we should not control mercury.
We are going to control mercury. I think there is no question about
that. EPA is on a path to do that. We are going to work with them
on it. But I think it goes to the broader issue of balance that Sen-
ator Voinovich talked about. There will be profound energy policy
implications and enormous economic costs associated with mercury
controls on the level that you have proposed, Senator, based on the
best knowledge to date. That knowledge will improve, will get bet-
ter. We will develop the technologies probably in the future, but
they do not exist today.

Senator VOINOVICH. If you used natural gas, the mercury prob-
lem is eliminated?

Mr. HEYDLAUFF. Correct, but you still have a carbon dioxide
emission issue. You would significantly reduce it in the near term.
In the longer term, you are going to have to reduce carbon dioxide
from natural gas plants as well.

Just to echo Boyden Gray’s comment, though, when you are look-
ing at carbon dioxide, please put it in its proper context. It is a
common global problem and it is also a century-scale threat. We
have the time to develop the replacement technologies that are
going to be necessary to stabilize greenhouse gas concentrations
around the world in the atmosphere. We do not need a rush pro-
gram that significantly distorts energy markets.

Senator VOINOVICH. I would just make another comment or two,
and one is that it was reported by the ISO in New England—the
nonprofit operator of the power grid—and they found that the use
of natural gas will increase from 16 percent in 1999 to a projected
45 percent in the year 2005. So there is going to be an enormous
increase in natural gas. All of the new power plants in Ohio are
all natural gas fired. The cost of that being passed on to people
that live in your communities and in our community is going to be
astronomic. It gets back to the issue of somehow we have got to fig-
ure out how we can continue to burn coal, and also nuclear energy.
I would be interested in your comments about nuclear energy. How
do you feel about nuclear energy? Any of the witnesses.

Mr. SCHNEIDER. We generally oppose nuclear energy, as you can
imagine, Senator. Nuclear power plants do not have air emissions
very often, but when they do, they are real doozies. There is always
the question of the waste. But I would take issue with your as-
sumption that reliance on gas—I do not think that that is nec-
essarily the best source of all of our new power. Energy efficiency,
other renewables and so forth can play a role to keep natural gas
prices low. But you made the assertion that increased reliance on
gas would mean astronomic increases. I would be interested in
your basis for that. We would be happy to address that issue more
thoroughly, but there we are right now dependent 52 percent on
coal and it strikes us that that may be a little bit out of balance;
that being able to bring it more into line would be a bit more pru-
dent and not necessarily mean huge cost increases. There is a lot
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of gas out there on limits to be drilled and brought to market. Cer-
tainly the markets are aware right now of the number of gas plants
that have been proposed—400,000 megawatts of new gas. We be-
lieve probably about half of that is real, based on analysis that
NorthBridge Group has done for us. I think it calls into question
the issue of whether we are in an energy crunch or whether we are
going to be awash in new power over the next few years. Right
now, gas forward prices, which is where you look to see whether
gas prices are going to be a problem, are going down. By the mid-
dle of next summer, they are approaching $3 a gain.

So I am not sure that it is correct to assume that increased reli-
ance on gas will necessarily——

Senator VOINOVICH. OK, I would just like to say that basically,
coal is not something that you are excited about. Nuclear, you are
not excited about it, and you are saying that gas prices, if we have
more available, will be something that we can look at. But I just
put this chart up again because there are a lot of people in this
country that feel that the renewables, solar, air are going to be able
to take care of the demand for energy in the future. The fact of the
matter is that they are just contributing a very small amount
today. Ultimately with technology 20 years from now, that is going
to go up quite a bit, but for the near term, we need to look at what
is available today.

I would just like to make one other point, Mr. Chairman, and it
gets back to the ISO in your area. The ISO also said that the new
gas-fired plant should develop the ability to burn oil as a backup;
that the regional pipeline system must be expanded; and new com-
pressors need to be added to existing pipelines to increase delivery
capacity. The point they finished up with, Mr. Chairman, is one
that I think this committee should be looking at in terms of na-
tional legislation, is the long and complicated Federal permitting
process for building new interstate pipelines is a greater obstacle
than the technical construction work. So that if you are talking
about getting gas and these things happening, we need to be real-
istic today about the fact that if we are going to—whatever way we
go, we going to have to do a much better job of getting this energy
into the places where it is needed.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you, Senator. You have made an excel-
lent contribution to our morning hearing and deeply appreciate the
time you have spent with us.

We reserve the right to pester you with written questions. But
I want to commend you for giving us a very realistic and very help-
ful look at the problems that we have and we face as we move for-
ward on this legislation, and deeply appreciate your participation.

Senator JEFFORDS. Is there any further business?

[No response.]

Senator JEFFORDS. Hearing none, thank you profusely for your
very helpful testimony, and we wish you well.

[Whereupon, at 12:17 p.m. the committee was adjourned, to re-
convene at the call of the Chair.]

[Additional statements submitted for the record follow:]
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STATEMENT OF HON. SUSAN M. COLLINS, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MAINE

I would like to thank Senator Jeffords and Senator Smith for convening today’s
hearing on the Jeffords-Lieberman-Collins-Schumer Clean Power Act. Both Senator
Jeffords and Senator Smith have shown great leadership in addressing our nation’s
air pollution problems. Senator Smith, when he was chairman of the committee,
placed our nation’s air pollution concerns at the top of the committee’s agenda. Im-
proving the quality of our nation’s air remains at the top of the committee’s agenda
under Senator Jeffords. I am confident that, under the leadership of these two Sen-
ators, the committee will report legislation that will reduce emissions from the na-
tion’s dirtiest power plants and restore the quality of our nation’s air.

I particularly want to thank Senator Jeffords, Senator Lieberman, and the other
members of the committee who are cosponsors of the Clean Power Act. Senators Jef-
fords, Lieberman, Schumer and I began developing this legislation last fall. I note
that both Senators Jeffords and Lieberman have a long history of working on behalf
of clean air, and their leadership was extremely valuable in devising a bill that sets
the framework for returning our nation to an era of blue skies and smog-free days.

I would also like to thank Conrad Schneider of Brunswick, Maine, for his input
into the Clean Power Act. Conrad, who will be testifying before the committee later
today, provided valuable assistance in targeting the loophole in the Clean Air Act
that has allowed the dirtiest, most polluting power plants in the nation to escape
significant pollution controls for more than 30 years.

Coal-fired power plants are the single largest source of air pollution, mercury con-
tamination, and greenhouse gas emissions in the nation. They are truly horrific pol-
luters. Just one coal fired power plant can emit 5 times more of the pollutants that
cause smog and acid rain than all industrial sources in Maine combined.

As the easternmost state in the nation, Maine is downwind of almost all power
plants in the United States. Many of the pollutants emitted by these power plants
mercury, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, and carbon dioxide end up in or over
Maine. Airborne mercury falls into our lakes and streams, contaminating freshwater
fish and threatening our people’s health. Carbon dioxide is causing climate change
that threatens to alter Maine’s delicate ecological balance. Sulfur dioxide and nitro-
gen oxides come to Maine in the form of acid rain and smog that damage the health
of our people and of our environment.

Mr. Chairman, Maine is tired of serving as the last stop for the nation’s dirtiest
power plant emissions. As I said when we introduced the Clean Power Act, it is time
to end the “dirty air express.” All power plants should meet the same standards,
and those standards must protect people’s health and the health of the environment.
I am pleased that today’s hearing moves us one step closer to ending the free ride
for the nation’s dirtiest power plants.

This bill will also level the playing field between upwind and downwind states.
Inexpensive electricity in other States has come at the expense of the health of peo-
ple in Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, and other downwind States. At the same
time, power-intensive industries in our States have been forced into a competitive
disadvantage with competitors in States with dirty power.

After causing some of the nation’s worst pollution problems for decades on end,
the time has come for power plants to stop using loopholes to evade emissions re-
ductions. This bill demonstrates strong bipartisan support for clean air. I thank you,
Mr. Chairman, for convening this hearing on our legislation, and I look forward to
working with you to help ensure that this legislation becomes law.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHRISTINE TODD WHITMAN, ADMINISTRATOR, U.S.
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the committee, for the invitation to
appear here today. The Administration and the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) welcome the opportunity to address you on the need for a new approach to
reducing emissions from power generation. The United States should take great
pride in the progress we have made reducing pollution at the same time that we
have had impressive economic growth. Over the last 30 years, we have reduced
emissions of six key air pollutants by over 30 percent, at the same time that the
gross domestic product has increased almost 150 percent, coal consumption has in-
creased 77 percent and energy consumption has increased over 40 percent. This suc-
cess story was made possible by American ingenuity spurred in large part by legis-
lation that recognized the importance of a clean environment. We now have an op-
portunity to consolidate and replace several regulatory programs with an innova-
tive, more cost-effective program that will achieve significant public health and envi-
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ronmental benefits. Our goal is to make significant strides toward attaining national
air quality standards. Next generation thinking built on the successes of the past.

The Administration proposal to limit emissions from power generation will be the
centerpiece of the President’s promise to deal with emissions from old power plants.
During the campaign, the President said:

“As President, I will be firmly committed to providing a clean and healthy envi-
ronment so that every American breathes clean air. That’s why I believe old
power plants should be held to higher emissions standards. The fact that different
environmental standards apply to ‘old’ and ‘new’ power plants is a good example
of how our environmental laws are too complex. The key to reducing emissions
from older power plants on the Federal level is to cap emissions on a level that
makes sense whether it be national, regional or local. Harness the power of the
market place and provide economic incentives to produce better environmental re-
sults. I would want to make sure that any program we pursue does not result in
excessive and unnecessary increases in electric bills.”

In concert with this promise, the President’s National Energy Plan recognizes that
one of our principal energy challenges is increasing our energy supplies in ways that
protect and improve the environment. This is a challenge we can meet through a
careful blend of conservation, advances in technology, voluntary programs and im-
proved regulatory programs. One of the keys to success will be new legislation sig-
nificantly reducing emissions from power generators.

In the near future, I hope I will have the opportunity to discuss with you the de-
tails of such a legislative approach. Today, I will describe the approach we will pro-
pose—which builds on the Acid Rain Program a successful model for future efforts.
I will also discuss the programs to which the utility industry is currently subject—
many of which could be replaced with a bill that provided significant reductions of
NOx, SOz and mercury. Finally, I will describe the types of public health and envi-
ronmental benefits we can achieve from conserving energy and reducing NOx, SO,
and mercury emissions.

1. The President’s Approach Building on Success

The President’s Energy Plan includes a number of conservation, advanced re-
search and development, and other efforts that will reduce electricity usage. Reduc-
ing the amount of electricity we use and the amount of fuel needed to produce it
are part of the answers to the challenge of providing energy in an environmentally
responsible way.

The President’s Energy Plan goes even further. The President has directed me to
develop proposed legislation that would significantly reduce and cap NOx, SO, and
mercury emissions from power generation. Such a program (with appropriate meas-
ures to address local concerns) would provide significant health benefits even as we
increase electricity supplies. The proposed legislation will:

¢ establish reduction targets for emissions of SO2, NOx and mercury,

¢ phase in reductions over a reasonable time period, similar to the successful
Acid Rain Program established by the 1990 amendments to the Clean Air Act and
to State programs,

¢ provide regulatory certainty to allow utilities to make modifications to their
plants without fear of new litigation, and

« provide market-based incentives, such as emissions trading, to help achieve the
required reductions.

Nationwide reductions of the three emissions, SO,, NOx and mercury, in an inte-
grated approach would result in key benefits including thousands of avoided pre-
mature deaths and aggravation of respiratory and cardiovascular illness due to fine
particles, reduced hospitalization and emergency room visits due to fine particles
and continued exposure to ground-level ozone. It would also address interstate
transport issues as they relate to meeting the new particulate matter and ozone air
quality standards. Visibility improvement would be anticipated over large areas in-
cluding national parks and wilderness areas and recovery of many freshwater and
coastal ecosystems would be likely. Public health risks associated with mercury,
particularly those posed to children and women of child bearing age, may be re-
duced. This includes risks of neurotoxic effects such as mental retardation, cerebral
palsy, difficulty speaking and hearing others, and other learning disabilities. Cur-
rently, current forty plus States have fish advisories; that number would be reduced.

The President’s approach builds on the Acid Rain Program, which provides a won-
derful model for future programs. It has not only met expectations, but exceeded
them. Administering the Acid Rain Program has been a cost-effective experience.
The program will achieve about 40 percent of the total emission reductions required
under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments at a low cost to industry and to the gov-
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ernment. The program is administered with a relatively small staff relying on
strong and state-of-the-art data tracking and reporting capabilities.

When President George H.W. Bush signed the Clean Air Act Amendments of
1990, it revolutionized clean air policy regarding regional and national air pollution
issues and drove environmental protection in new directions. First, the President
and Congress designed the Acid Rain Program to focus on reducing the SO, emis-
sions that cause acid deposition and translated the emission reduction goal into a
nationwide cap on emissions from electric generating sources. Second, Congress pro-
vided EPA with a tool to achieve this reduction—an innovative market-based allow-
ance trading program. This “cap-and-trade” approach provided greater certainty
that the emissions reductions would be achieved and sustained while at the same
time allowing industry unprecedented flexibility in how to achieve the needed emis-
sion reductions. In return for this flexibility, sources were to provide a full account-
ing of their emissions through continuous monitoring and reporting, and there
would be consequences for failing to comply. The objective was for sources to find
the most cost-effective means for limiting SO, emissions and to be responsible for
achieving those emission reductions. There would be no government second guessing
and lengthy permit reviews.

Compliance with the Acid Rain Program began in 1995 and is now in its seventh
year. It has been a resounding success, with SO, emissions from power generation
dropping 4.5 million tons from 1990 levels and NOx emissions down 1.5 million tons
from 1990 levels (about 3 million tons lower than projected growth). In addition,
during the first Phase of the program (1995-1999), SO, emissions were between 20
to 30 percent below their allowable levels. Furthermore, environmental monitoring
networks tracked important environmental improvements—acid deposition was re-
duced by up to 30 percent in certain areas of the country.

And, these environmental improvements cost less than predicted because of the
built-in market based incentives. In 1990, EPA projected the cost of full implemen-
tation of the SOzssions reduction with trading at $5.7 billion per year (1997 dollars).
In 1994, GAO projected the cost at $2.3 billion per year (1997 dollars). Recent esti-
mates of annualized cost of compliance are in the range of $1 to $1.5 billion per year
at full implementation.

President Bush has not only promised to take the SO, trading program to the
next level but he has experience to lend to the matter. In 1999, then-Governor Bush
signed legislation that permanently caps NOx and SO, emissions from older power
plants in Texas starting in 2003 and requires utilities to install a certain quantity
of renewable and clean energy capacity by 2009. Environmental Defense hailed this
legislation as a model for the country. The Emission Banking and Trading of Allow-
ances Program is expected to achieve substantial reductions when it is fully phased
in by 2003. It is estimated that this program will reduce NOx by 75,000 tons per
year and SOz by 35,000 tons per year. It is designed to give the utilities flexibility
in determining how and where to achieve the reductions. Allowances are allocated
to each power plant based on 1997 emissions using a formula that does not penalize
the “clean” plants that already have a low NOx or SO, emission rate. Permitted
power generating plants may opt into the trading program.

II. Regulating Emissions from Power Generation

The President’s legislative approach stands in sharp contrast to the complex web
of existing regulations which currently confront the industry. Over the years, Con-
gress, EPA and the States have responded to specific environmental and public
health problems by developing separate regulatory programs for utilities to address
the specific problems. Each individual program uses its own approach to serve its
own purpose. As I describe the different regulatory programs, I think you will un-
derstand why we believe it is time to simplify. If we have a new legislation that
significantly reduces emissions of SO,, NOx and mercury, we can eliminate many
of the individual programs that apply to the power generation sector and replace
them with a system that will reduce the administrative burden on industry and gov-
ernments, use market-based incentives to keep compliance costs low, and provide
the industry with more certainty about its future regulatory obligations.

There are many regulatory initiatives in place that will lead to reductions in air
emissions from electric power generation. These regulations include both Federal
and State requirements that address a variety of emissions including SO, NOx, CO,
PMio, and a number of hazardous air pollutants. The requirements also vary de-
pending on the characteristics of the generating facility, including its boiler type,
size, age and location. These programs include the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards for particulate matter and ozone, the section 126 and the NOx SIP Call
rules, new source review and new source performance standards, the regional haze
rule and mercury regulation as a hazardous air pollutant, among others.
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EPA has set national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for six pollutants:
ozone, carbon monoxide (CO); particulate matter (PM); SO,; NOy; and lead (Pb). The
Clean Air Act calls upon States to adopt emissions control requirements in the form
of State Implementation Plans (“SIPs”) to bring nonattainment areas into compli-
ance with the NAAQS. Historically, most States’ strategies to attain the SO, and
PM NAAQS included power plant controls.

EPA has taken two actions to address the contribution of interstate transport of
NOx emissions to downwind ozone nonattainment problems, and both of these ac-
tions affect the power sector. In 1998, EPA finalized the NOx SIP call, which now
requires 19 States and the District of Columbia (whose emissions significantly con-
tribute to downwind ozone nonattainment problems) to revise their SIPs to control
summertime NOx emissions. In response, all of these States are choosing control
strategies that focus on reducing power plant emissions. In a separate action aimed
at the same interstate NOx transport problem, in January 2000, EPA finalized a
rule which was issued in response to petitions from several northeastern States
under section 126 of the CAA. In this rule, EPA found that emissions from large
electric generating units and large industrial boilers and turbines in 12 States and
the District of Columbia are significantly contributing to downwind States’ ozone
nonattainment problems. The rule requires these sources to control their summer-
time NOx emissions under the Federal NOx Budget Trading Program beginning
May 1, 2003.

The electric power generation sector is also regulated through a variety of tradi-
tional and innovative programs. Consistent with the Clean Air Act, many States
have adopted NOx reasonably available control technology requirements for combus-
tion facilities. In addition, several States have adopted market-based approaches.
The South Coast Air Quality Management District in Southern California, for exam-
ple, adopted a NOx and SO, emissions trading program (called RECLAIM). The
Northeast and mid-Atlantic States that comprise the Ozone Transport Region have
developed a region-wide NOx emissions trading program (the Ozone Transport Com-
mission NOx Budget Program). The revised ozone NAAQS and new PM,s NAAQS
could lead to further regulation of power plant SO, emissions (a precursor to ambi-
ent PM>5s) and NOx emissions (both for PM> s and ozone attainment strategies).

The Act also requires State Implementation Plans to include a preconstruction
permit program for new or modified major stationary sources, referred to as new
source review (“NSR”). This program ensures that when large, new facilities are
built—or major modifications to existing facilities are made that result in a net
emissions increase—they include state-of-the-art air pollution control equipment. It
also assures citizens who live near new major sources of air pollution that the facili-
ties will be as clean as possible. The requirements are different for (1) the part of
the program called the Prevention of Significant Deterioration program that applies
to construction projects in areas where the air is already clean, and (2) the part of
the program called the non-attainment NSR program that applies to construction
projects in areas where the air is unhealthy to breathe. For attainment areas, to
prevent significant deterioration of our nation’s air quality, new major sources and
major modifications to existing sources must apply the best available control tech-
nology (BACT) and ensure that the new pollution introduced into the environment
does not adversely impact the air quality, such as in pristine areas like national
parks. For nonattainment areas, in addition to applying control technology that rep-
resents the lowest achievable emission rates, new major sources and major modifica-
tions must offset their emissions increases. This can be done by getting reductions
from other sources in the general area to compensate for the increases resulting
from the new air pollution sources.

The Act also requires EPA to establish new source performance standards
(“NSPS”) that all new or modified sources must meet regardless of their location.
The NSPS are technology-based numerical performance standards that apply to all
sources in a particular source category, such as electric utility steam generating
units or stationary gas turbines. These standards are intended to “level the playing
field” so that all new facilities install a minimum amount of air pollution control
equipment.

The recently finalized regional haze rule will also require power generators to re-
duce SO, and NOx emissions either through the implementation of best available
retrofit technology (BART) or a trading program yet to be developed. States must
show “reasonable progress” in their State Implementation Plans toward the congres-
sionally mandated goal of returning to natural conditions in national parks and wil-
derness areas.

EPA is developing a rule to limit mercury emissions from utilities. The 1990 CAA
Amendments required EPA to study and prepare a report to Congress on the haz-
ards to human health that can reasonably be expected to occur as a result of emis-
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sions of hazardous air pollutants (air toxics or HAPs) from fossil fuel-fired electric
power plants. Based on the Report to Congress and on other available information,
EPA found in December 2000 that air toxics control is appropriate for coal-fired and
oil-fired utility boilers. As a result of that regulatory determination, EPA is sched-
uled to propose “Maximum Achievable Control Technology” (MACT) standards for
these source categories by 2003. Given the conclusions of the Report, the regulation
is likely to focus on mercury emissions.

The utility industry is also required to reduce SO, emissions through the Acid
Rain Trading Program described above. In addition, to address acid rain, the Clean
Air Act requires utilities to reduce their emissions through emissions limits, which
EPA established based on unit type.

II1. Health and Environmental Benefits of the President’s Energy Plan

The President’s Energy Plan recognizes that by conserving energy and limiting
NOx, SO and mercury emissions, we can provide the country with significant public
health and environmental benefits. The problems we would address include: fine
particle pollution, visibility degradation, ozone pollution, mercury deposition, acid
rain, nitrate deposition and climate change. In turn, this will avoid incidences of
premature mortality, aggravation of respiratory and cardiopulmonary illnesses, and
diminished lung function which results in lost work days, school absences and in-
creased hospitalizations and emergency room visits, and will also avoid damage to
ecosystems, fish and other wildlife. To understand the tremendous benefits of the
President’s plan, we need to understand the public health and environmental issues.

Emissions from Power Generation

Power generators are a significant source of three key emissions: sulfur dioxide
(SOy), nitrogen oxide (NOx), and mercury (Hg). The Clean Air Act has been, and
will continue to be, a successful tool in reducing these emissions. However, while
we are observing significant environmental improvement, power generation still con-
tributes 67 percent of SO,, 25 percent of NOx, and 37 percent of man-made mer-
cury. (Power generation has other emissions, such as carbon monoxide and coarse
particles, but the level of these emissions poses smaller risks for public health and
the environment.)

One of the reasons power generation accounts for such a large share of these key
emissions is that significant emissions reductions have already been required from
other sources. For example, a new car today is more than 90 percent cleaner than
it was before Federal laws limiting emissions of CO, NOx and volatile organic com-
pounds and they are subject to further reductions starting in 2004, as are heavy
duty trucks in 2007. In contrast, some older power plants, built before certain Fed-
eral performance standards were put into place, are still operating without modern
pollution control equipment for some emissions.

Air Quality Effects
Fine Particle Pollution

The President’s Energy Plan will reduce fine particle pollution. SO, and NOx
emissions from power generation react in the atmosphere to form nitrates and sul-
fates, which are a substantial fraction of fine particle (PM,s) pollution. (Some PM5 s
comes from direct emissions from a variety of sources.) A source emitting NOx and
SO, can cause PM,s many miles away. A substantial body of published scientific
literature recognizes a correlation between elevated fine particulate matter and in-
creased incidence of illness and premature mortality. The health impacts include ag-
gravation of chronic bronchitis, hospitalizations due to cardio-respiratory symptoms,
emergency room visits due to aggravated asthma symptoms, and acute respiratory
symptoms. Based on these findings, EPA and others estimate that attaining the fine
particle standards would avoid thousands, and up to tens of thousands, of pre-
mature deaths annually.

The significant expansion in scientific research in recent years has enhanced our
understanding of the effects of particles on health. EPA is summarizing all new in-
formation in the ongoing review of the particulate matter standard in a “criteria
document” that will undergo extensive peer and public review.

Visibility and Regional Haze Impacts
The President’s Energy Plan will improve visibility by reducing SO, and NOx
emissions. Sulfates and nitrates that form in the atmosphere from SO, and NOx
emissions are significant contributors to visibility impairment in many national
parks and wilderness areas, as well as urban areas across the country. Sulfates are
a key factor in all areas of the United States, particularly in the East, where high
humidity increases the light extinction efficiency of sulfates. Sulfates are responsible
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for 60—-80 percent of total light extinction in the East, based on data collected during
the 1990’s in eastern national parks such as Acadia, Everglades, Great Smoky
Mountains, Shenandoah, and in Washington, DC.

In the West, sulfates account for approximately 25-50 percent of visibility impair-
ment. Nitrates can play a larger role in visibility problems in some portions of the
West than in the East. For example, nitrates account for 20-40 percent of visibility
impairment in national parks and wilderness areas in Southern California. In many
urban areas, NOx emissions from cars, trucks, and power plants contribute to win-
ter time “brown cloud” situations.

Ozone

The President’s Energy Plan will reduce ozone by reducing NOx, a key contributor
to the formation of ground-level ozone. In the presence of sunlight, NOx and volatile
organic compounds react photochemically to produce ozone. NOx can be transported
long distances and contribute to ozone many hundreds of miles from its source.
More than 97 million people live in areas that do not yet meet the health-based 1-
hour ozone standard (based on 1997-1999 data). The number would be even higher
for the new 8-hour ozone standard. Reducing ozone levels will result in fewer hos-
pitalizations, emergency room and doctors visits for asthmatics, significantly fewer
incidents of lung inflammation for at-risk populations, and significantly fewer inci-
dents of moderate to severe respiratory symptoms in children.

Not only will reducing ozone provide public health benefits, but it will avoid dam-
age to ecosystems and vegetation. Ozone causes decreased agricultural and commer-
cial forest yields, increased mortality and reduced growth of tree seedlings, and in-
creased plant susceptibility to disease, pests, and environmental stresses (e.g., harsh
weather). Since NOx emissions result in formation of ground-level ozone, reducing
NOx emissions will reduce ozone levels and thus reduce the deleterious effects of
ozone on human health and ecosystems.

Deposition Effects

Mercury

The President’s Energy Plan will benefit public health by reducing mercury air
emissions. Mercury is highly toxic in small quantities and Americans with diets
with high levels of mercury are at risk for adverse health effects. Mercury is a natu-
rally occurring element, but human activity mobilizes mercury in the environment,
making it more bioavailable. After mercury is emitted to the air, it can be trans-
gogted through the atmosphere for days to years before being deposited into water

odies.

Once mercury is deposited in lakes, rivers, and oceans, it bioaccumulates in the
food chain, resulting in high concentrations in predatory fish. In the United States,
most human exposure to mercury is the result of consumption of fish contaminated
with methylmercury. A recent report of the National Academy of Sciences (NAS)
concluded that while most Americans face a very low risk from methylmercury, chil-
dren of women who consume large amounts of fish during pregnancy face a much
higher risk. Fetuses are particularly vulnerable to methylmercury because of their
rapidly developing nervous systems. These effects include cognitive, sensory, and
motor deficits. The NAS study estimates as many as 60,000 children annually may
develop neurological problems because of low-level methylmercury exposure through
their mother prior to birth. Forty-one States have advisories warning the public to
restrict eating fish from local waters due to methylmercury. EPA estimates that 5.6
million acres of lakes, estuaries and wetlands and 43,500 miles of streams, rivers
and coasts are impaired by mercury emissions.

Acid Rain

The President’s Energy Plan will reduce acid rain by reducing SO, and NOx.
Acidic deposition or “acid rain” occurs when SO, and NOx in the atmosphere react
with water, oxygen, and oxidants to form acidic compounds. These compounds fall
to the Earth in either dry form (gas and particles) or wet form (rain, snow, and fog).
Some are carried by the wind, sometimes hundreds of miles, across State and na-
tional borders. In the United States, about 67 percent of annual SO, emissions and
%5 1percent of NOx emissions are produced by electric utility plants that burn fossil
uels.

Although we have made progress as a result of the 1990 Acid Rain Program, we
have not fully addressed the problem. Indicators of recovery of lakes and streams
do not show consistent change in response to reduced SO, emissions. In sensitive
areas such as the Adirondacks, for example, the majority of lakes have remained
fairly constant in terms of acidification levels, while the most sensitive lakes con-
tinue to acidify. Overall, acid deposition continues to impair the water quality of
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lakes and streams in the Northeast: 41 percent of lakes in the Adirondack region
of New York and 15 percent of lakes in New England exhibit signs of chronic and/
or episodic acidification. Although sulfur deposition has declined, nitrogen emissions
have not changed substantially region-wide. Moreover, recent findings also suggest
that nitrogen is quantitatively as important or, in some areas, possibly more impor-
tant than sulfur as a cause of episodic acidification because of short-term acidic
pulses occurring during the most biologically sensitive time of the year, when fish
reproduce. Reductions of NOx, particularly during winter and spring, are critical for
addressing these concerns.

Nitrogen Deposition

The President’s Energy Plan will improve ecosystems and water bodies by reduc-
ing NOx emissions. Some air emissions of NOx from power generation result in dep-
osition of nitrogen in soils and water. While nitrogen is an essential nutrient, its
availability is naturally limited, making it an important factor in regulating the
structure and functioning of both terrestrial and aquatic ecological systems. Human
activity has greatly altered the terrestrial and atmospheric nitrogen cycle, doubling
the annual amount of nitrogen available in forms that are useful to living orga-
nisms. Nitrogen saturation of watersheds contributes to environmental problems
such as reduced drinking water quality, nitrate-induced toxic effects on freshwater
organisms, increased soil acidification and aluminum mobility, increased emissions
from soil of nitrogenous greenhouse trace gases, reduction of methane consumption
in soil, and forest decline and reduced productivity.

Coastal water and marine environment are also impacted by atmospheric deposi-
tion of nitrogen. Depending upon the location, from 10 to more than 40 percent of
new nitrogen inputs to coastal waters along the East Coast and Gulf Coast of the
United States come from air pollution. One of the best documented and understood
impacts of increased nitrogen is the eutrophication of estuaries and coastal waters.
Eutrophication refers to the increase in the rate of supply of organic matter to an
ecosystem and its many undesirable consequences. Symptoms of eutrophication are
found in many of our nation’s coastal ecosystems. They include algal blooms that
are potentially hazardous to human health, low dissolved oxygen concentrations, de-
clines in the health of fish and shellfish populations, loss of seagrass beds and coral
reefs, and ecological changes in food webs.

Summary of Health and Environmental Effects

Adopting a unified approach to reduce SO,, NOx and mercury is better than look-
ing at each pollutant separately because of synergistic effects. Beyond their impacts
as separate emissions, SO,, NOx, and mercury together contribute to many air pol-
lution-related problems affecting human health and the environment. In certain
cases, synergies exist between emissions and among the various reduction ap-
proaches available, making it imperative that efforts to reduce risk address all three
emissions accommodate these synergies. In the case of fine particles, atmospheric
chemical relationships suggest that when only reducing sulfate for example, it is re-
placed in the atmosphere by nitrate. Thus, simultaneous NOx and SO, emission re-
ductions are critical. In the case of acid rain, significant reductions in sulfur dioxide
have not corresponded to ecological changes due to continuing high levels of nitro-
gen. Continuing levels of sulfur deposition, albeit smaller than before, also work to
prevent recovery due to extremely large sulfur loadings over the years. Both emis-
sions count in achieving the goal of recovery. Additionally, some synergies have been
observed between methylmercury and lake acidity—the more acidic, the greater the
mercury concentration.

As more environmental data become available and science improves, we are ob-
serving some environmental improvement accompanying the downward trend in
emissions. However, there are persistent and growing concerns regarding recovery
of ecosystems and the risks that air pollution pose to human health. For instance,
nitrate levels in surface waters are not significantly improving, and at best are con-
stant. Logically, if emissions continue at the same level, or increase, pollution prob-
lems will mirror that trend. Visibility impairment in national parks, wilderness
areas and urban areas also continues to be a problem. Many people continue to be
exposed to unacceptable levels of smog. Of particular significance—the American
public has become acutely aware of the hazards to their health, including the risk
of mortality, posed by inhalation of fine particles and exposure to mercury through
fish consumption.

1IV. Climate Change

The President’s Energy Plan, and the climate change strategy that is under devel-
opment, will provide benefits by addressing climate change. Energy-related activi-
ties are the primary source of U.S. man-made greenhouse gas emissions. Power gen-
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erators, which emit COy, contribute abut 29 percent of the total emissions of all U.S.
man-made greenhouse gases. Scientists continue to learn more about global climate
change, its causes, potential impacts, and possible solution. We recently held Cabi-
net-level working group meetings to review the most recent, most accurate and most
comprehensive science. During those meetings, we heard from scientists offering a
wide spectrum of views. We have reviewed the facts and listened to many theories
and suppositions. The working group asked the highly respected National Academy
of Sciences to provide us the most up-to-date information about what is known and
about what is not known on the science of climate change.

We know the surface temperature of the Earth is warming. It has risen by 0.6
degrees Celsius over the past 100 years. There was a warming trend from the 1890’s
to the 1940’s, cooling from the 1940’s to the 1970’s, and then sharply rising tempera-
tures from the 1970’s to today. There is a natural greenhouse effect that contributes
to warming. Greenhouse gases trap heat and thus warm the Earth because they
prevent a significant portion of infrared radiation from escaping into space. Con-
centration of greenhouse gases, especially CO,, have increased substantially since
the beginning of the industrial revolution. The National Academy of Sciences indi-
cates that the increase is due in large part to human activity. The Academy’s report
also tells us that there are many unanswered questions about climate change, which
makgsdit difficult to determine what levels of greenhouse gas emissions need to be
avoided.

To address global climate change and greenhouse gas emissions, we are pursuing
a broad array of conservation and energy efficiency goals under the Administration’s
National Energy Policy as well as the development of a comprehensive policy under
the ongoing cabinet-level review for this issue. On June 11, President Bush an-
nounced the establishment of two major initiatives to address the major scientific
and technological challenges presented by this serious, long-term issue: the U.S. Cli-
mate Research Initiative and the National Climate Change Technology Initiative. In
addition, he committed the United States to increasing cooperative efforts in the
Western Hemisphere, and with our allies globally, to aggressively pursue joint re-
search and actions. These efforts have recently borne fruit, particularly recent
agreements with Japan and Italy to collaborate on climate modeling efforts and with
El Salvador in a “forest for debt” swap that will preserve tropical forests there that
sequester carbon. The complex challenge of global climate change requires a global
response that will draw on the power of global markets and the promise of tech-
nology to achieve emissions reductions most flexibly and cost-effectively in the com-
ing century. The Administration intends to address this challenge in that context,
and will leverage our national resources to enhance our scientific understanding of
global climate change, and develop the advanced energy technologies that the world
will need in coming decades to meet its energy and environmental needs.

V. Conclusion

Our country has made great progress in reducing air pollution over the last sev-
eral decades, but pollution from power generation needs to be further controlled. We
can draw no other conclusion given the significant contribution that power genera-
tion makes to the emissions that cause such serious public health and environ-
mental problems.

But our current regulatory programs are not the most efficient way to achieve the
goal of ensuring a reliable energy supply in an environmentally responsible manner.
Rather than take a pollutant-by-pollutant, problem-by-problem approach, we have
the opportunity to examine the sector as a whole. Doing so provides us with the op-
portunity for cost-effective reductions and significant public health and environ-
mental gains. That is why this Administration supports the development of new leg-
islation that builds on the success of the market-based Acid Rain Program to reduce
significantly the SO,, NOx and mercury emissions from power generation. Manda-
tory controls are not the only way to solve public health and environmental prob-
lems. President Bush’s National Energy Plan also includes measures to increase
conservation of energy, increase energy efficiency, and encourage technological ad-
vances such as clean coal technology, fuel cells, and combined heat and power facili-
ties—all of which will contribute to addressing the energy and environmental chal-
lenges of this industry.

I have already spent time with representatives of the power generation sector and
have heard from a number of them who are interested in legislation that will pro-
vide the public health and environmental benefits we discussed today. I applaud
their concern and their willingness to help craft a workable solution. I have also
heard from environmentalists who are interested in these same issues. I know that
many of you are interested in addressing these issues through legislation. I hope
that our common interests will lead us to a consensus one that will provide the
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country with significant benefits. I look forward to working with you on these
issues.
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RESPONSES BY HON. CHRISTINE TODD WHITMAN TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FROM
SENATOR JEFFORDS

Question 1. During testimony, you indicated that requiring simultaneous emis-
sions reductions in sulfur dioxide (SOx), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and mercury (Hg)
from power plants would produce reductions in carbon dioxide. Please explain how
that would occur and any technology assumptions made in your response.

Response. EPA analysis estimates that there could be a decrease in the emission
of uncapped pollutants and stack gases such as carbon dioxide (CO.), depending
upon the levels at which the caps are set under a multi-pollutant approach for sul-
fur dioxide (SO2), NOx and mercury. This can be attributed to two factors. First,
the program encourages more efficient generation by existing coal-fired boilers. Sec-
ond, depending on the levels of the caps, a small percentage of sources may convert
to different fuel sources in order to comply with the requirements to reduce emis-
sions of the capped pollutants. Switching to cleaner burning fuels, such as natural
gas, would reduce CO, emissions. However, some SOx and NOx controls, such as
scrubbers and selective catalytic reduction, have energy, consumption penalties that
would increase carbon emissions.

Question 2. Please provide the committee with the Agency’s estimate of the carbon
dioxide reductions that would result from the level of emissions reduction required
for three-pollutants, SOx, NOx, Hg, in S. 556, the Clean Power Act. Also, please in-
clude an estimate of the carbon dioxide reductions that would occur as a result of
the Agency’s three-pollutant bill, when and if it is transmitted to the Congress.

Response. The estimated impact on CO, emissions of a three-pollutant bill de-
pends on what emission limits are set for various pollutants. The Administration
is currently determining the most appropriate methodologies for analyzing various
multi-pollutant approaches. When the Administration announces its multi-pollutant
bill to reduce emissions from power plants, EPA will provide estimates of the effect
on CO emissions of its bill and others.

Question 3. In response to a comment from Senator Corzine about utility industry
expressions of a need for certainty on all four pollutants, you said “. . . that there
is still a level of uncertainty as to what the carbon targets need to be and how to
achieve them, and that there would not be further reductions required down the
line.” Were you implying that we may not need also to make further reductions in
the future in sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, or mercury emissions from power
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plants, beyond whatever agreement the 107th Congress and the Administration
might reach on reductions of those three pollutants? If not, please explain.

Response. Although future Congresses can always enact new legislation, one of
the goals for multi-pollutant power plant legislation is to provide regulatory cer-
tainty and predictability for covered emissions from covered sources for a set time
period. My statement was not meant to imply anything about future regulation or
reductions of SO,, NOx or mercury after that time period.

Question 4. Can you please provide the committee with the approximate contribu-
tion of each major energy using sector—power generation, transportation, and in-
dustrial/commercial—to nonattainment of the ozone standard in each of the coun-
try’s ozone nonattainment areas, in a graphic format?

Response. EPA staff are working with Senate staff to clarify details necessary to
prepare the requested analysis. From what we understand, the information re-
quested is not routinely prepared and a special analysis will be required to respond.
If details of the analysis were resolved soon, we expect to deliver the requested ma-
terials in April 2002.

Question 5. Several EPA studies suggest that carbon emission reductions can be
achieved at a net positive economic benefit. How does the Administration reconcile
its current views on the costs and timing of carbon reduction with those studies?
Specifically, please reference at least the study entitled, “Technology and Green-
house Gas Emissions: An integrated Scenario Analysis Using the LBLN-NEMS
Model,” by Jonathan G. Koomey, R. Cooper Richey, Skip Laitner, Robert J. Markel,
and Chris Marnay.

Response. The Administration bases its climate change policy on a thorough re-
view of all available scientific evidence. The study referenced above is only one of
many on the subject of the cost of reductions in carbon emissions from the U.S.
economy. A broad range of estimates of impacts arise from the many modeling exer-
cises that have examined greenhouse gas emissions reductions, which are heavily
reliant upon input assumptions. For example, two studies from the Western Eco-
nomics Association’s International Conference in July 1999, which relied on price-
driven policies, showed negative economic impacts. They Administration is con-
cerned with the realities of turnover in energy sector capital stock (which is long-
lived) and changes in domestic employment patterns to meet an immediate emis-
sions reduction target. To the extent that immediate reductions are required with-
out the time necessary for technology development and deployment in both demand-
and supply side energy efficiency improvements, the costs of emission reductions are
likely to be higher.

Question 6. In response to question from Senator Voinovich on whether the Ad-
ministration’s 3-pollutant proposal would look at the issue of relief from New Source
Review, you suggested that a variety of Clean Air Act requirements might no longer
be necessary and could be eliminated or combined into one regulatory process in
that proposal. You listed New Source. Review, the regional haze rule, the BART
guidance, the section 126 rule, the MACT standards, acid rain [Title IV], the NOx
SIP Call, as regulatory aspects that could go or be combined. Given that those rules
and programs were promulgated by the Agency or required by Congress to obtain
significant public health and environmental benefits, it is logical that Congress
would want to be assured that any substitute program would have equal or greater
benefits. Please provide the committee with a consolidated estimate of the public
health and environmental benefits, including the tons of pollution avoided, through
full implementation of all of the programs that you listed and any others relevant
that may affect power plants, such as the revised NAAQS for ozone and fine particu-
late matter.

Response. This will give the committee a baseline by which we can evaluate the
Administration’s 3-pollutant proposal and in preparing to move legislation.

The Administration believes that any multi-pollutant legislation must provide en-
vironmental and public health benefits at least equal to the current regulatory ap-
proach. To ensure this, the Administration is working on developing a baseline
based on current and future emissions regulations. After it is complete, the Admin-
istration will provide it to the Congress.

Question 7. What would be the approximate percentage increase in power plant
compliance costs if a three-pollutant bill were enacted with the levels and compli-
ance deadlines for SOx, NOx, and mercury this year and a 30 percent reduction in
carbon were required to be achieved 5 years later?

Response. Compliance costs for any regulatory program depend upon the levels
of emissions reductions, the timing of those reductions and the scope of sources cov-
ered by the program. Without those specific numbers, we cannot determine costs or
compare the costs of different scenarios. As part of the development of the Adminis-
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tration’s multi-pollutant strategy, we are conducting modeling runs based on dif-
ferent emissions reduction scenarios. Once those modeling runs are complete, they
will be provided to the Congress.

Question 8. Mr. Gray seemed to state that ozone is primarily a mobile source
problem. Please comment.

Response. In deciding how to attain our health-based air quality goal for ozone,
we need to consider what sources contribute to the problem and where reductions
can be made cost-effectively. On both fronts, reductions from the power generation
sector emerge as part o ’the solution. Power plants are a major contributor to NOx
emissions, which react with volatile; organic compounds (VOCs) to form ozone. On
average, power plants contribute 23 percent of man-made NOx emissions. The rel-
ative contributions, however, can vary widely from one region to the next.

To reduce ozone, Federal, State and local governments need to implement bal-
anced programs that identify the most cost effective control measures for both sta-
tionary and mobile sources. EPA recently issued rules requiring significant reduc-
tions in mobile source NOx emissions. A new car today is more than 90 percent
cleaner for NOx, carbon monoxide and VOCs than a new car in the 1960’s. EPA’s
Tier 2 rule (limiting emissions from cars and certain trucks) and Heavy Duty Diesel
rule will require additional reductions in NOx. After these new rules are in place,
cars, trucks and buses will be as much as 95 percent cleaner than vehicles on the
road today. NOx emission reductions from power plants are achievable at a cost per
ton comparable to (or lower than) the cost per ton EPA estimated for these recent
mobile source rules.

Finally, Mr. Gray’s comments primarily addressed ozone—only one of the public
health and environmental reasons for limiting emissions from power plants. Reduc-
ing power plant NOx emissions will reduce fine particle pollution. Also, mobile
sources do not emit large amounts of SO, or mercury, which also contribute to pub-
lic health and environmental problems.

STATEMENT OF SCOTT JOHNSTONE, SECRETARY OF THE VERMONT AGENCY OF
NATURAL RESOURCES

Senator Jeffords and members of the committee, it is my pleasure to appear be-
fore you today to offer testimony in support of comprehensive efforts to reduce
power plant emissions and in particular S. 556.

We in the Northeast live downwind from virtually the rest of the nation. In fact,
a quick look at a map showing airflows will tell you that we are, in effect, the tail-
pipe of the nation. In addition to the harm caused by pollution emitted within our
region, pollutants from many of our nation’s most industrialized regions find their
way to our corner of the country. Every year brings more and more evidence that
air pollutants of all types harm the health of our children, our seniors, those who
suffer from respiratory diseases, and our natural environment.

The 1977 Clean Air Act Amendments that you and your congressional colleagues
crafted a quarter century ago was a landmark piece of environmental legislation.
The amendments required installation of state-of-the-art pollution control equip-
ment on all new sources and included provisions intended to reduce pollution con-
centrations in all areas of the nation to levels where adverse human health effects
would be eliminated.

Despite the Clean Air Act’s original intent and subsequent amendments to the
law, recent reports document many serious problems related to poor air quality, in-
cluding:

¢ Ongoing acidification of lakes and ponds;

¢ Increasing levels of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gasses in our at-
mosphere; and

¢ Health advisories in many States recommending limited consumption of fish
due to widespread mercury contamination.

I believe the kind of comprehensive four-pollutant bill before your committee, fo-
cusing specifically on emissions from existing electric utilities, must be a critical
component of any new Clean Air legislation. While protecting public health and the
environment must be our singular goal, we recognize that promoting cost-effective
approaches that inspire innovation is critical to achieving this goal. The key to com-
prehensive and cost-effective public health and environmental protection is the es-
tablishment of firm tonnage emission caps for all pollutants of concern.

As we enter the 21st Century, the necessity for legislation such as S. 556 is appar-
ent partly because of an unanticipated weakness in the existing Clean Air Act and
also because of new scientific evidence. The admirable goals expressed in the origi-
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nal Clean Air Act were believed to be completely achievable within a timeframe of
several years. Congress reasonably assumed that many of the largest and arguably
dirtiest electric power plants, typically coal-fired, were nearing the end of their use-
ful economic life, and therefore exempted them. Unfortunately, our nation’s air qual-
ity continues to be adversely affected by these old power plants.

Electric utilities account for approximately one-third of all human-made emissions
of mercury and particulate matter in our nation, one-third of all emissions of nitro-
gen oxides and carbon dioxide, and nearly three-quarters of all U.S. emissions of
sulfur dioxide. These grandfathered power plants account for more than two-thirds
of the carbon dioxide, three-quarters of the nitrogen oxides and mercury, and 80
percent of the sulfur dioxide emitted by all fossil fuel-burning utilities in the United
States today.

There is no compelling reason to continue exempting high-emitting power plants
from applying proven technology such as flue-gas emission control devices.

Although I am secretary of a natural resources agency, I want to note both human
health problems and environmental damage caused by large power plants upwind
from us. We know incidences of asthma in our nation have increased by more than
50 percent since 1980, and the Center for Disease Control now estimates that nearly
5 million American children suffer from asthma.

In terms of continuing environmental damage, while we have made considerable
progress reducing sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide emissions since 1990, recent
findings from the Hubbard Brook Research Forest demonstrate that much work re-
mains. Fifteen percent of the lakes in New England and more than 40 percent of
lakes in New York’s Adirondacks are either chronically acidic or seasonally acidic.
Because of acid deposition, 346 Adirondack lakes—one-quarter of all surveyed—no
longer support fish. In Vermont, we have identified 35 lakes as sensitive or im-
paired by acidification.

In addition, on Camels Hump, Vermont’s fourth tallest peak, where researchers
have studied the impact of acid rain for decades, the red spruce canopy has been
extensively damaged, and new growth red spruce is showing signs of acidic damage.

New air pollution concerns have also emerged in the past three decades, and they
too are linked directly to electric power plants, particularly those grandfathered by
the Clean air Act. These are issues with perhaps even more significant adverse im-
plications for the health and well-being of our citizens and our environment. I'll
mention two here.

First, research such as the analysis released this year by the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change clearly documents that the Earth’s atmosphere has heated
up during the past half century due to human-made air pollutants such as carbon
dioxide, which is produced during the combustion of fossil fuels. The likely results
of global climate change include widespread coastal flooding, immense changes in
habitat for plants and animals, an increase in weather-related natural disasters,
and, in Vermont, possible crippling impacts on our ski areas and maple sugar indus-
try—potential devastating blows to our State’s economy and culture. Furthermore,
we know that the Kyoto Protocol, while a starting point which this country should
embrace, falls well short of reducing emissions to a level that even stabilizes, much
less reverses, global climate change.

Second, mercury emitted in trace amounts by burning coal and other fossil fuels
has found its way into fish throughout the Northeast. Due to mercury’s ability to
accumulate through the food chain, all six New England States, New York, and New
Jersey have issued fish consumption advisories of some kind. These advisories are
designed to protect the general population and sensitive sub-populations, particu-
larly pregnant women and children younger than six. Computer modeling conducted
for the Northeast States and Eastern Canadian Provinces Mercury Study indicates
that 30 percent or more of the mercury deposited in the Northeast originates from
sources outside of the region.

As a first step in addressing these many problems, I urge you to correct the faulty
assumptions of 25 years ago and remove the exemptions that have allowed large
plants to emit massive amounts of pollutants into the atmosphere—and ultimately
into the lungs of our citizens.

Furthermore, power plants emit significant amounts of other toxic compounds and
fine particulate matter. In order to avoid potentially conflicting requirements be-
tween existing and new power plant regulation, a truly comprehensive approach in
new legislation should define requirements for utility power plants specific to all air
pollutants emitted.

I encourage committee members to craft a national policy that recognizes that for
every measure of pollution reduction there is a benefit to society. This notion is em-
bodied in the Bi-National Toxic Strategy, which our government has entered into
with Canada. This agreement states that for some pollutants the goal must be Athe
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virtual elimination of the contaminant. Power plant emissions contribute to many
of the major environmental issues before us: mercury, fine particulate matter, global
climate change, and airborne toxins. To address these threats to our environment
and health, we must have a sound goal and sound policy direction. Virtual elimi-
nation is the right goal—a long-term goal—and new technologies and renewable
sources of energy will provide the solutions for achieving this goal.

I urge you to adopt legislation that, first, imposes mandatory output-based emis-
sion reductions for all currently grandfathered power plants as expeditiously as pos-
sible and, second, incorporates the concept of progressive reduction beyond currently
identified achievable limits. We have learned from experience that thresholds for in-
dividual components of air pollution all too often need to be revised as we learn
more about the health effects of various pollutants, particularly toxics, which argues
for adopting a goal of virtual elimination.

Several States in the Northeast are working independently and collectively to
adopt multi-pollutant regulatory controls on the power sector. These efforts build
upon the progress we have made to cap nitrogen oxide emissions. The New England
Governors and Eastern Canadian Premiers recently conducted a workshop to begin
a collaborative approach toward addressing global climate change. This association
has already outlined a framework for developing regional approaches to reduce mer-
cury deposition and regional haze. Our region is also working together through
NESCAUM to develop detailed policy recommendations and implementation strate-
gies for multi-pollutant legislation, and I look forward to sharing these with the
committee later this summer.

State and regional approaches, however, are no substitute for a sound, com-
prehensive national policy, which is why I'm here today speaking in favor of this
legislation. The written testimony which I have submitted contains additional infor-
mation relevant to S. 556.

In closing, I want to thank Senator Jeffords and committee members for this op-
portunity to testify. As you know far better than I do, Senator Jeffords, Vermont
is a special place of outstanding natural beauty and with a citizenry imbued with
a strong environmental ethic. While nature dictates that winds blow from west to
east across the North American continent, it is within the control of Congress to
decide if our corner of the country will remain the tailpipe of the nation.

[From New England Governors/Eastern Canadian Premiers Action Plan, 1998]

MERCURY

Mercury levels in freshwater fish have been monitored in the northeastern U.S.
region since the 1970’s. The results of these monitoring programs indicate that lev-
els of mercury significantly exceed acceptable values in fish species from certain
water bodies in the region. This information has led public health officials in the
northeastern United States to issue advisories recommending that people limit their
consumption of potentially contaminated fish.

Pregnant women, women of childbearing age, and children are at particular risk
because the developing nervous system of fetuses and children are very sensitive to
the toxic effects of mercury. Wildlife in the region may also be adversely affected,
as high levels of mercury have been measured in fish-eating birds, such as loons
and eagles.

There are many sources of mercury in the environment. Although natural sources
of mercury exist, recent research suggests that background concentrations of this
metal in the atmosphere and sediments have increased by a factor of two to five
since pre-industrial times. This suggests that anthropogenic sources have signifi-
cantly increased mercury levels in the environment.

Much of the mercury entering the waters of the region settles from the air or is
deposited in rain or other precipitation. The mercury in the air originates from
many sources both within and outside of the region. In the ambient air, mercury
levels are not dangerous; it is the cumulative amount of mercury deposited to water
bodies and its subsequent chemical transformation to methyl-mercury, that creates
problems. Fish absorb and retain methyl-mercury, causing it to bioaccumulate until
it is concentrated up to millions of times above the level in the surrounding water,
particularly in older, predatory fish. Ingestion of contaminated fish is the primary
pathway of human exposure to methyl-mercury.

Rates of mercury deposition are estimated to be higher in the northeastern United
States relative to most other parts of the country. This situation is in part due to
the existence of significant sources of mercury within the region. There is also
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strong evidence showing that, similar to other pollutants, airborne mercury emitted
by upwind sources is transported by prevailing winds into the region.

Two other factors also thought to exacerbate the mercury problem in the region
include (1) the acidified condition of many waters of the region, brought on by excess
acid deposition, is associated with higher levels of methyl-mercury in fish in im-
pacted lakes; and (2) elevated summertime levels of tropospheric ozone exacerbate
the conversion of elemental mercury in the atmosphere to chemical forms that are
more susceptible to deposition.

Analyses suggest that a wide array of sources of mercury emissions contribute to
overall deposition in the region. Municipal waste combustors are currently the larg-
est emission source sector in the northeastern States; utility and industrial boilers
are the largest source sector in the remainder of the United States, primarily from
the combustion of coal; and non-ferrous metal production, (i.e., nickel, aluminum),
is the major source of airborne mercury emissions in eastern Canada. Computer
modeling conducted for the Northeast States and Eastern Canadian Provinces Mer-
cury Study (NESCAUM/NEWMOA/NEIWPCC/EMAN 1998) indicates that 30 per-
cent or more of the mercury deposited in the Northeast originates from sources out-
side of the region. Because of the transboundary nature of mercury pollution, no sin-
gle State or province will be able to solve its mercury problem alone. Concerted and
coordinated regional efforts are needed. Ultimately, national and international ef-
forts will be required to address transboundary mercury emissions, particularly
from the utility sector.

CO2/GLOBAL WARMING

From the most recent Report of Working Group I of the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change (IPCC) which is the Third Assessment Report, 2001:

“Globally, it is very likely that the 1990’s was the warmest decade and 1998 the
warmest year in the instrumental record, since 1861.”

“[TThe increase in temperature in the 20th Century is likely to have been the larg-
est of any century during the past 1,000 years. It is also likely that, in the Northern
Hemisphere, the 1990’s was the warmest decade and 1998 the warmest year.”

“On average, between 1950 and 1993, night-time daily minimum air temperatures
over land increased by about 0.2 degrees Celsius per decade. This is about twice the
rate of increase in daytime daily maximum air temperatures (0.1 degrees C per dec-
ade). This has lengthened the freeze-free season in many mid-and high-latitude re-
gions.”

“It is very likely that precipitation has increased by 0.5 to 1.0 percent per decade
in the 20th Century over most mid-and high latitudes of the Northern Hemisphere
continents.”

“In the mid-and high latitudes of the Northern Hemisphere over the latter half
of the 20th Century, it is likely that there has been a 2 to 4 percent increase in
the frequency of heavy precipitation events.”

“It is likely that there has been a 2 percent increase in cloud cover over mid-to
high latitude land areas during the 20th Century.”

“Since 1950, it is very likely that there has been a reduction in the frequency of
extreme low temperatures, with a smaller increase in the frequency of extreme high
temperatures.”

From EPA 236-F-98-007aa, Climate Change and Vermont, 1998: “Over the last
century, the average temperature in Burlington, Vermont, has increased 0.4 degrees
Fahrenheit and precipitation has increased by up to 5 percent in many parts of the
State.”

“[Blased on projections made by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
and results from the United Kingdom Hadley Centre climate model (HadCM2), a
model that accounts for both greenhouse gases and aerosols, by 2100 temperatures
in Vermont could increase by 4 degrees Fahrenheit (with a range of 2 to 9 degrees
Fahrenheit) in spring and 5 degrees Fahrenheit (with a range of 2 to 10 degrees
Fahrenheit) in the other seasons. Precipitation is projected to show little change in
spring, to increase by about 10 percent in summer and fall (with a range of 5 to
20 percent), and by 30 percent (with a range of 10 to 50 percent) in winter.”

“The amount of precipitation on extreme wet or snowy days in winter is likely to
increase. The frequency of extreme hot days in summer would increase because of
the general warming trend. Although it is not clear how the severity of storms
might be affected, an increase in the frequency and intensity of winter storms is
possible.”
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Based on these modeled projections, EPA estimates the following possible effects:

Although Vermont is in compliance with current air quality standards, increased
temperatures could make remaining in compliance more difficult (re: ozone).

Warmer temperatures could increase the incidence of Lyme disease and other
tick-borne diseases in Vermont, because populations of ticks, and their rodent hosts,
could increase under warmer temperatures and increased vegetation.

A warmer climate would lead to an earlier snowmelt, resulting in higher
streamflows in winter and spring and lower streamflows in summer and fall. Warm-
er summer temperatures and longer summers could exacerbate water quality prob-
lems such as excessive growth of aquatic weeds in Lake Champlain and other lakes.
Warmer water temperatures also reduce dissolved oxygen levels, adversely affecting
fish habitat, and lower summer streamflows could reduce the ability of rivers to as-
similate waste. Changes in timing and accumulation of snow could affect skiing in
gosit}ive and negative ways, such as the timing and length of season and snow

epth.

In Vermont, very few of the farmed acres are irrigated. The major crops in the
State are silage and hay. Yields of these crops and pasture could fall by as much
as 39 percent under severe conditions as temperatures rise beyond the tolerance lev-
els of the crop and are combined with increased stress from decreased soil moisture.

Trees and forests are adapted to specific climate conditions, and as climate
warms, forests will change. These changes could include changes in species composi-
tion, geographic range, and health and productivity. Although the extent of forested
areas in Vermont could change little because of climate change, a warmer climate
could change the character of those forests. Maple-dominated hardwood forests could
give way to forests with more oaks and conifers, species more tolerant of higher
temperatures.

Across the State, as much as 30 to 60 percent of the hardwood forests could be
replaced by warmer-climate forests with a mix of pines and hardwoods. The extent
and density of the spruce and fir forests at higher altitudes and in the North, which
support a large variety of songbirds, also could be reduced. The change in tempera-
ture also could cause maple sap to run earlier and more quickly, thus shortening
the length of the season for gathering sap.

From “Climate Change, New Directions for the Northeast, a report produced at a
workshop sponsored by the Governors of the New England States and the Pre-
miers of the Eastern Canadian Provinces:

Global climate change modeling projects a shifting of climate zones northward in
the Northern Hemisphere. The temperature projections for the 21st century include
greater warming in nighttime temperatures and in seasonal minimum tempera-
tures. These variations could be moderated in coastal areas of the Northeast Region,
by the influence of the ocean. A key issue for the Northeast Region could be changes
%n the timing of seasonal changes, such as earlier onset of spring snowmelt or later
rosts.

Animals need to adapt to the effects of climate change even if the forest remains
intact. Changes in winter precipitation can have significant consequences for popu-
lation balances of species like deer and their predators. If forest habitat for wildlife
is lost, regional biodiversity will likely be reduced as well.

The National Assessment Synthesis Report states for the Northeast that climate
change is likely to decrease the number of some types of weather extremes, while
increasing others. Over the coming century, winter snowfall and periods of extreme
cold are projected to decrease. In contrast, heavy precipitation events have been in-
creasing and warming would continue this trend. Heat waves and associated
drought conditions may be both very much more frequent and more intense in the
summer months.

STATEMENT OF DR. GEORGE D. THURSTON, SC.D., PROFESSOR OF ENVIRONMENTAL
SCIENCE, NEW YORK UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF MEDICINE

I am George D. Thurston, a tenured Associate Professor of Environmental Medi-
cine at the New York University (NYU) School of Medicine. My scientific research
involves investigations of the human health effects of air pollution.

I am also the Director of the National Institute, of Environmental Health
Sciences’ (NIEHS) Community Outreach and Education Program at NYU. A goal of
this program is to provide an impartial scientific resource on environmental health.
issues to decisionmakers, and that is my purpose in testifying to you here today.

Despite progress over the last decade, Americans are still suffering from the ad-
verse health effects of air pollution. Now, with calls for more electrical energy from
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fossil-fuel combustion sources, such as coal-fired power plants, we may face a great-
er health burden on our children, older adults, and even healthy Americans.

The adverse health consequences of breathing air pollution caused by emissions
from utility power plants are severe and well documented in the published medical
and scientific literature. Over the past few decades, medical researchers examining
air pollution and public health, including myself, have shown that air pollution is
associated with a host of serious adverse human health effects, including: asthma
attacks, heart attacks, hospital admissions, adverse birth outcomes, and premature
death. Ozone (03) and Particulate Matter (PM) are among the key air pollutants re-
iultlirilg from power plant emissions that have been found to adversely affect human

ealth.

One of the air pollutants most carefully studied in the 1990’s is particulate mat-
ter. Fine particles, such as those that result from power plants emissions, can by-
pass the defensive mechanisms of the lung, and become lodged deep in the lung
where they can cause a variety of health problems. Indeed, the latest evidence indi-
cates that short-term exposures cannot only cause respiratory damage, but also car-
diac effects, including heart attacks. Moreover, long-term exposure to fine particles
increases the risk of death, and has been estimated to take years from the life ex-
pectancy of people living in the most polluted cities, relative to those living in clean-
er cities (Brunekreef, 1997).

Ozone is another pollutant that can result from power plant emissions that ad-
versely affects human health. Ozone is a highly irritating gas that is formed in our
atmosphere in the presence of sunlight from other “precursor” air pollutants, includ-
ing the nitrogen oxides that are emitted by fossil fuel combustion pollution sources
such as power plants.

The state of the science on particulate matter and health was thoroughly reviewed
in the recently released Draft 2001 U.S. EPA Criteria Document for Particulate
Matter—of which I am a contributing author. Since the PM, s standard was set, the
many dozens of new published studies, taken together, collectively confirm the rela-
tionship between PM; 5 pollution and severe adverse human health effects. In addi-
tion, the new research has eliminated many of the concerns that were raised in the
past regarding the causality of the PM-health effects relationship, and has provided
plausible biological mechanisms for the serious impacts associated with PM expo-
sure.

PM air pollution is composed of two major components: primary particles, or
“soot” and “ash”, emitted directly into the atmosphere by pollution sources, and;
“secondary particles” formed in the atmosphere from gaseous pollutants such as sul-
fur dioxide (SOy), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and hydrocarbons.

Sulfur dioxide emissions from coal plants contribute the most to secondary par-
ticle formation. Sulfur dioxide is chemically converted in the atmosphere after it is
released from a smokestack to become a “sulfate” particle. Sulfates include sulfuric
acid particles that, when breathed, reach deep into the human lung.

In the East and Midwest United States, sulfates make up the largest proportion
of the particles in our air-in many regions well over half of the fine particles. More-
over, power plants currently emit two thirds of the sulfur dioxide in the United
States. Older, pre-1980 coal-fired power plants contribute about half of all electricity
generation in the US, but produce nearly all the sulfur dioxide (SO2) and nitrogen
oxide (NOx) emissions from the entire national power industry. Therefore, to reduce
particulate matter in the Eastern United States, major reductions in pollution emis-
sions from older fossil-fuel power plants are needed.

The hazards of particulate matter have become particularly clear in the past dec-
ade’s research. Two of the largest landmark studies on particulate matter and
death, the Harvard Six Cities Study, published in 1993, followed by the American
Cancer Society Study in 1995, demonstrated greater risk of premature death from
particulate matter in more polluted cities, as compared to cities with cleaner air
(Dockery et al, 1993; Pope et al, 1995). Fine particles, especially sulfates, were most
strongly associated with excess mortality in polluted cities. The American Cancer
Society study examined half a million people in over 150 metropolitan areas
throughout the United States and found a 17 percent greater risk of mortality be-
tween the city with the least sulfate and particulate matter and the city with the
highest levels of this particulate pollution. The results of these studies were chal-
lenged by industry, resulting in an independent reanalysis by the Health Effects In-
stitute (HEI)-funded by industry and EPA. HEI confirmed the associations found by
the original investigators.

Recent epidemiologic and toxicologic evidence also suggests that the particles re-
sulting from fossil-fuel utility power plant air emissions, and especially those from
coal-fired power plants, are among the most toxic in our air. Many studies in the
published literature have indicated that sulfate particles, which are predominantly
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formed from coal-fired power plant SO, emissions, are more strongly associated with
human mortality than other components of PM. Also, my own published analysis
of U.S. mortality and PM by source category found that coal combustion-related par-
ticles were more strongly associated with variations in annual mortality rates across
U.S. cities than were other components of PM (Ozkaynak and Thurston, 1987). More
recently, an analysis by Laden and co-authors (2000) at Harvard University of PM
sources and daily pollution confirms that coal combustion particles, along with auto-
mobile pollution, were among the PM components that most affected daily vari-
ations in mortality. In addition, toxicological studies have indicated that particles
resulting from fossil-fuel combustion that contain metals are very toxic to cells in
the lung. Thus, both the toxicologic and epidemiologic evidence available indicate
that pollution from fossil-fuel power plants are of great human health concern.

The conclusion that power plant particle pollution is one of the more toxic types
of particles that we breathe is supported by the facts that combustion particles have
different sizes, physiochemical characteristics, and deposit in different parts of the
lung than other more “natural” particles, such as wind-blown soil. Therefore, these
particles can defeat the body’s natural defenses, and may have a far greater adverse
effect on health. In particular, these power plant particles are enriched in toxic met-
als, such as arsenic and cadmium, as well as in transition metals, such as iron and
vanadium, that can cause damaging oxidative stress in lung cells (e.g., Costa et al,
1997; Dreher et al, 1997, and; Lay et al, 1999). This may also be especially true
in the case of power plant particles because of the co-presence of acidic sulfates,
such as sulfuric acid, that can make these transition metals even more bio-available
and potent to damage the lung (e.g., Chen et al. 1990, Gavett et al., 1997). More-
over, power plant PM is composed of very small particles that bypass the natural
defenses of the lung, and therefore can penetrate deep into the lung where they are
not easily cleared, and can therefore reside there for long times, potentially causing
significant damage to the lung and to the human body. Thus, power plant air pollu-
tion is cause for special concern, and this indicates an urgency to the need for reduc-
tions in the amounts of this pollution emitted into our air.

Recent policy analyses have quantified some of the potential health benefits of
cleaning-up SOz and NOx emissions from presently uncontrolled “grandfathered”
power plants. For example, Levy and Spengler in the April, 2001 issue of Risks in
Perspective recently estimated that reducing SO, and NOx emissions at only nine
of these “grandfathered” plants would annually avoid some 300 deaths, 2000 res-
piratory and cardiac hospital admissions, 10,000 asthma attacks, and 400,000 per-
son-days of respiratory symptoms. Using a similar approach, a study by Abt Associ-
ates (2000) recently found that if all such uncontrolled power plants across the
United States applied SO, and NOx emissions controls, some 18,000 premature
deaths per year might be prevented. It is notable that the Levy and Spengler article
shows that most of the effects are estimated to occur within 100 miles of the plants
studied, indicating that a national SO cap-and-trade policy would likely fail to pro-
tect the health of all Americans, as it would not reduce the risks in “hotspots” near
the plants.

Thus, the evidence is clear, and has been confirmed independently: Fine particle
air pollution, and especially those particles emitted by fossil-fuel combustion, are ad-
versely affecting the lives and health of Americans. The importance of these particu-
late matter-health effects relationships is made clear by the fact that virtually every
American is directly impacted by this pollution.

Finally, I would like to emphasize the importance of controlling Carbon Dioxide
(COy) from such power plants, along with the precursor gases for PM and Oz We
now know that CO, concentrations in the atmosphere can adversely affect our cli-
mate, and utility power plants are a major source of that CO». In addition, coal as
an energy source emits far more CO; than other sources providing the same energy.
Therefore, if we are to continue to use coal as a major source of electrical energy
production, while at the same time addressing our growing CO, emission problem,
technology for the removal and sequestering of CO, will also need to be developed
and applied to these coal-fired power plants.

In conclusion, it is important for committee members to realize that the downside
to not acting to control power plant pollution at this time is the fact that these pol-
lutants’ adverse effects will continue to occur unabated. This would result in the
public unnecessarily continuing to bear the ongoing diminished quality of life and
the health care costs we presently pay because of the adverse health effects of this
air pollution from fossil-fuel power plants.

Technologies have existed for decades that can remove high percentages of the
pollution from power plant smokestacks, so there is no reason to delay action. Con-
sidering the magnitude of the health and climate risks posed by this pollution, the
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Congress should take action now to provide relief to Americans from the burden of
the air pollution presently resulting from fossil-fuel power plant emissions.
Thank you for the opportunity to testify on this important issue
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RESPONSES OF GEORGE THURSTON TO ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR
JEFFORDS

Question 1. EPA is in the process of implementing the new air quality standard.
for fine particles and the revised air quality standard for ozone. What impact will
sources like power plants have on the ability of Northeastern States like New York
to meet these new standards?

Response. It will be made very difficult, perhaps impossible in some cases, for
Northeastern States to meet the new ozone and PM,s standards if the air that is
transported into these States remains as polluted as it is today. Virtually all of the
primary and secondary particulate matter (PM) that results from pollution emis-
sions from power plants is as fine particles less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
(PMy5). Therefore, these power plants are major contributors to the PM5s problems
in the downwind Northeastern States because they contribute greatly to the pollu-
tion that is transported into Northeastern States from the Midwest. They also emit
large quantities of gaseous pollution, such as nitrogen oxides (NO) and sulfur diox-
ide (SO), that cause the downwind formation of secondary ozone and PM5s. In addi-
tion, this pollution is emitted from utilities at high temperatures from tall stacks,
causing power plant pollution to be carried far downwind. That transported pollu-
tion alone pushes ozone and PM:s, levels in the Northeast near to the new stand-
ards even without the contribution of local source emissions. It will therefore likely
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be very difficult for these downwind States such as New York State to comply with
the new law without mandates by legislation or litigation to clean up the pollution
from upwind grand-fathered power plants, which are major sources of the pollution
transported into the region. If the grand-fathered power plants are not controlled,
then it seems likely that less effective and needlessly expensive emission controls
may well end up being placed on Northeastern States’ economies.

Question 2. At the hearing, Mr. Gray commented that ozone is largely a mobile
sources problem. Do you agree with his assessment?

Response. Mr. Gray’s assessment fails to consider the concentration of the grand-
fathered utility pollution emissions in the Midwest, and the fact that they are emit-
ted from tall stacks, which increases their transport and residence time in the at-
mosphere, relative to mobile emissions. While mobile sources are responsible for
more emissions of the ozone precursor NOx than are utilities on a nationwide basis,
this is not the case in the Midwest. In the Ohio Valley, power plant emissions of
NOx have a major role in causing ozone concentrations: so much so that individual
Eastern U.S. States will have a great deal of trouble meeting the new Oz standard
without controlling the grand-fathered coal-fired power plants operating upwind in
Pennsylvania and the Midwest. For example, according to the EPA’s Aerometric In-
formation Retrieval System (AIRS) air pollution National Emissions Trends (NET)
emissions data base, highway cars and trucks emitted 358,000 tons of NOx in the
State of Ohio in 1999, versus 431,000 tons of NOx fossil-fueled power plants
(USEPA, 2001). In West Virginia, power plant emissions play an even larger rel-
ative role, emitting some 286,000 tons of NOx in 1999, versus 74,000 tons by high-
way vehicles in that year (USEPA, 2001). Thus, mobile emissions do not play as
large a role in the Eastern United States as the nationwide emissions would sug-
gest, and the relative importance of power plant pollution in the Eastern United
States is greater than in the nation as a whole.

Furthermore, such a simple comparison of tonnage of emissions underestimates
the role played by power plant emissions in the problem of transported air pollution.
Since power plant emissions are emitted from stacks at much higher heights above
the ground than mobile sources, such as cars and trucks, power plant emissions will
be carried further by the winds before being reacted or deposited out (e.g., as acid
deposition). This gives the power plant pollution more time in the atmosphere to
generate ozone and/or fine particles. As a result, power plant NO. pollution has a
greater impact on downwind concentrations of ozone and PM,s than similar
amounts of NO, released at ground-level. Thus, power plants have a greater relative
role in transported ozone and PM;s than would be indicated by the tons of precursor
pollutants (e.g., NOx) emitted from their stacks vs. the NOx emitted from mobile
sources.

In the absence of new source controls over these plants, the emissions controls
that will need to be placed on sources in the Northeast will likely be needlessly on-
erous, with little hope for complete success. Conversely, if these upwind gross-emit-
ter power plant sources are in fact controlled using readily available control tech-
nology, and the air coming into the northeastern States is made cleaner to begin
with, then the power of self determination to actually meet the new ozone and PM;s
standards will be returned to these downwind northeastern States.

Question 3. You say that children are especially affected by air pollution. In what
ways, and why are children more affected?

Response. Child health effects of air pollution include decreased lung function
growth and increased numbers of asthma attacks. Furthermore, recent evidence
suggests that, among children, infants are especially affected by air pollution, in-
cluding increased infant mortality. These greater effects among children are due to
the facts that: children are more active outdoors than adults, often getting higher
pollution exposures, children (and especially infants) breathe more air per pound of
body weight; and, children have higher underlying rates of respiratory problems
than other age groups, making them especially susceptible to air pollution effects.
In addition, children’s bodies and their immune systems are rapidly developing as
they grow. Evidence suggests that air pollution can interfere with this development,
and that their undeveloped immune system makes them more susceptible to air pol-
lution effects. Thus, children are more exposed and more susceptible to the adverse
effects of ambient air pollution than are most adults.

Question 4. Also, I understand that you have done extensive research on the im-
pact that air pollution has on low-income families. Can you summarize the results
of your research?

Response. Yes, the effects of air pollution are apparently more severe on the poor
and working poor than on more affluent members of our society. My peer-reviewed
research paper on this topic (“The Burden of Air Pollution: Impacts among Racial



77

Minorities”) has just been published in the August, 2001 supplement to the journal
Environmental Health Perspectives. This research indicates that the hospital admis-
sions effects of elevated PM and ozone air pollution in New York City are greater
among minorities than among non-Hispanic whites, but that socio-economic dif-
ferences account for most of these differences. When we looked at those New York
City residents who were on public assistance health coverage (Medicaid) or who
have no health insurance (the working poor) admitted to the hospital, we found
greater pollution effects than among those financially better-off individuals (.e.,
those who had private health insurance); both among non-Hispanic whites and
among minorities Thus, the acute effects of air pollution appear to affect those who
are among the poor and working poor, irrespective of race. Moreover, this indicates
that those who are least able to afford the adverse health effects of air pollution
are the most severely affected.

The results of this study suggest that the financial savings that the lower energy
costs of coal-fired power plants that Senator Voinovich alluded to in his opening
statement may be false savings for the poor and working poor. Since it is the poor
and working poor that are made the most severely ill by air pollution, the savings
they get in terms of lower electricity costs would likely be more than offset by their
increased risk of illness from the pollution caused by those coal-fired power plants.
Lower energy costs of coal power will do the poor and the working poor little good
if they are made sick in the process.

Question 5. Over the years, EPA and States have implemented impressive pollu-
tion reduction programs. Have the health benefits of these programs been docu-
mented and quantified?

Response. Yes, the EPA has evaluated the progress and health and net financial
benefits that have resulted from the implementation of air pollution controls under
the Clean Air Act. Indeed, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has
estimated that air pollution reductions achieved by the Clean Air Act avoided some
200,000 premature deaths, 300,000 hospital admissions, 22,000 cases of coronary
heart disease, 850,000 asthma attacks, and 22 million lost work days in the year
1990 alone. During the 1970 to 1990 period, the valuation of such health benefits
came to 22 trillion dollars, versus a cleanup cost of only 0.5 trillion dollars (USEPA,
Benefits And Cost Of The Clean Air Act 1970-1990, Doe. EPA-410-R-97-002, Office
of Air and Radiation, RTP, NC, 1997). Thus, the health and monetary benefits of
cleaning the environment have been extremely large, and their monetary valuations
have greatly outweighed the clean-up costs of achieving those air quality gains.

Similarly, the EPA issued the second in this series of reports entitled, “The Bene-
fits and Costs of the Clean Air Act, 1990 to 2010” (USEPA, Doc. EPA-401-R-99001,
Office of Air and Radiation, RTP, NC, 1999). This report was issued after a 6-year
process of study development and outside expert review. This prospective study also
found that the benefits of the programs and standards required by the 1990 Clean
Air Act Amendments significantly exceed costs. This EPA study estimated that, in
the year 2010, the CAA Amendments of 1990 will prevent some 23,000 Americans
from dying prematurely, and avert over 1,700,000 incidences of asthma attacks and
aggravation of chronic asthma. In addition, in 2010 they will also prevent 67,000
incidences of chronic and acute bronchitis, 91,000 occurrences of shortness of breath,
4,100,000 lost work days, and 31,000,000 days in which Americans would have had
to restrict activity due to air pollution related illness. Moreover, some 22,000 res-
piratory-related hospital admissions are expected to be averted, as well as 42,000
cardiovascular (heart and blood) hospital admissions, and 4,800 emergency room vis-
its for asthma. For those health and ecological benefits that could be quantified and
converted to dollar values, the EPA’s best estimate was that, in 2010, the benefits.
of Clean Air Act programs will total about $110 billion. This estimate represents
the value of avoiding increases in illness and premature death that would have pre-
vailed without the clean air standards and provisions required by the Amendments.
By contrast, the detailed cost analysis conducted for this new study indicates that
the costs of achieving these health and ecological benefits are likely to be only about
$27 billion. This indicates that the health benefits of the Clean Air Act Amendments
of 1990 outweigh the cleanup costs by at least a factor of 4. Similarly, given the
ready availability of emission control technologies, the health and welfare benefits
of reducing the air emissions from the grand-fathered utility power plants can be
expected to greatly outweigh the costs of the needed emissions controls.

Question 6. Any time we require reduction in air pollution, there are costs associ-
ated with achieving these reductions. In your opinion, do the health benefits of im-
proved air quality balance the costs of reducing air pollution?

Response. Yes, at present levels of air pollution, and given the reasonable goals
of the Clean Air Act standards to protect public health, the benefits to our nation,
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and to the world, of cleaner air far outweigh the costs of control. As discussed above,
this has been shown time and time again through cost-benefit analysis, despite the
fact that such analyses must, by their nature, underestimate the benefits of clean
air. This inherent underestimation of clean air benefits occurs because these anal-
yses, as conducted today, only consider a subset of the pollutants and health effects
that are curbed by such measures.

One recent example of such an analysis of the health benefits of cleaner air that
I have conducted in my research was recently presented in the Science Policy Forum
entitled “The hidden health benefits of Greenhouse Gas Mitigation” that was re-
cently published in the August 17, 2001 edition of the journal Science (Cifuentes,
Borja-Aburto, Gouveia, Thurston, and Davis, Science, Vol 293, pp. 1257-1259, 2001).
In that work, we analyzed the human health benefits that would be derived by
going forward with readily available greenhouse gas (GHG) mitigation measures in
four North and South American cities: Mexico City, Mexico; New York City, USA;
Santiago, Chile, and; Sao Paulo, Brazil, which have a combined population of 45
million people. As displayed in the figure below, we found that the adoption of read-
ily available technologies to promote efficiencies and clean technologies to abate
GHG emissions would also reduce fossil fuel emissions over the next two decades
enough to reduce particulate matter and ozone concentrations by approximately 10
percent of present levels. This would avoid some 64,000 premature deaths (including
infant deaths), 65,000 chronic bronchitis cases, and 37 million person-days of work
loss or other restricted activity. These findings illustrate that measures to mitigate
GHG emissions of CO; can also provide considerable local air pollution-related pub-
lic health benefits to both developed and developing countries that choose to abate
l()}HG emissions by taking conservation and efficiency steps to reduce fossil fuel com-

ustion.

00000 00K 4 OInliaier Sy - I S3oPayg CHEARMTIOD M Mew ¥k Reuts Reetricked

g Y0.000,000 4 . . Otirer mombldity ““‘ﬁ:"

1000006 ol Hospiel readenl vhics i

00,980 ilonnllb_: aeatrdity ke
10,600 :

" [

“!m -

Humbar of cas

Figurc 1. The human health benafits in four North and South American cities of
implementing greenhouse gas mitigation measures during 2001-2020.(Cifuentes, Borja
Aburto, Gouveia, Thurston, and Davis, Science, Angust 17, 2001, Vol, 293; 1257-125%,

STATEMENT OF DALE HEYDLAUFF, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
AFFAIRS, AMERICAN ELECTRIC POWER

Good morning Chairman Jeffords, Senator Smith, and distinguished members of
the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, and thank you for invit-
ing me here today. My name is Dale Heydlauff, and I am the Senior Vice President
for Environment at American Electric Power Company. AEP is a multi-national en-
ergy company based in Columbus, Ohio. AEP owns and operates more than 38,000
megawatts of generating capacity, making it America’s largest generator of elec-
tricity. AEP generates about 6 percent of the electricity in the United States, a fig-
ure comparable to the annual electric power consumption in Mexico and Australia.
We are the largest consumer of coal and the third largest consumer of natural gas
in the United States. AEP provides retail electricity to more than 6.8 million cus-
tomers worldwide and has more than $55 billion in assets, primarily in the United
States with holdings in select international markets.

I am grateful for this opportunity to address the committee on behalf of the Edi-
son Electric Institute (EEI). EEI is the association of U.S. shareholder-owned elec-
tric companies, international affiliates and industry associates worldwide. EET’s



79

U.S. members serve over 90 percent of all customers served by the shareholder-
owned segment of the industry, generate approximately three-quarters of all the
electricity generated by electric companies in the country, and service about 70 per-
cent of all ultimate customers in the nation.

In my testimony, I will provide the committee with a context in which to view
the statements of my fellow panelists. The electric utility industry has had a great
deal of success, especially over the past 20 years, in achieving emissions reductions
goals set by Congress, and is on course to make significant additional reductions
over the next 20 years (see chart A-1). These goals, which were set largely under
Title IV of the Clean Air Act, have been met through a well-crafted process and a
shared implementation between State and Federal Government, a process which
sets air quality standards, including an adequate margin of safety, and allows the
States to develop specific plans for attainment of those standards.

I hope to dispel some myths and misconceptions about electric utilities and envi-
ronmental regulations, including the notion that some of our power plants have
been “grandfathered,” or exempted from regulation, to build the committee’s appre-
ciation of our industry’s ability to respond to changing policies and priorities, to re-
inforce the need for reliable and affordable energy. The electric power industry nei-
ther supports nor recognizes a dichotomy between environmental and economic en-
ergy policies. A sound economy and national energy policy is inextricably linked to
our country’s environmental priorities, and the electric power industry supports the
recognition of that linkage in the crafting and implementation of present and future
environmental goals. Finally, I will share with you our industry’s understanding of
what types of policies work best to maintain environmental progress and promote
the availability of reliable and affordable energy, along with the vital economic
goods provided through the use of electric power.

Difficult choices have been made, and still others remain undecided regarding our
national energy policies and priorities for improving the quality of the air, water,
and land of the communities in which we all live. The-electric power industry sup-
ports and will continue to promote environmental policies based upon the best avail-
able science, an appreciation of the related energy policy challenges, and an under-
standing of the most effective types of policies and regulatory programs to accom-
plish environmental and energy policy goals.

1. Electric Power and Air Emissions: The Clean Air Act is Working

While our national energy needs continue to grow, so does our ability to produce
electricity in an increasingly clean and efficient manner (See Appendix A—4). Com-
parisons of electric power production with emissions show that electric power pro-
duced in today’s coal-fired electric power plants contributes far less sulfur dioxide
(“S0y”), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and particulate matter (PM) than just two decades
ago (See Appendices A2—A3). Coal, which currently accounts for more than half of
the electricity produced nation wide (See Appendix Al) is an increasingly clean and
an exceptionally reliable energy source, and a fuel whose use has shown great
progress in the reduction of emissions from electric power plants, in the implemen-
tation of Title IV of the Clean Air Act, and in achievement of the standards set
under the Act to protect public health and the environment.

Electric utilities have implemented the first phase of this section of the Clean Air
Act, including substantial reductions of NOx and SO, as well as the second phase
of NOx reductions, as illustrated in the attached graphs (Appendices A—2—A-3). Ad-
ditional reductions in SO, are currently underway, and requirements under the
NOx State Implementation Plan (“SIP”) Call will result in additional NOx reduc-
tions of nearly one million tons. Over a period of just 10 years, utilities will have
reduced SO, emissions by about 50 percent compared to levels in 1980; national SO,
emissions will be at their lowest level in one hundred years, largely due to utility
reductions; and electric utility.

NOx emissions will account for about 20 percent of all man-made emissions.
When you combine these emission reductions with the fact that coal use increased
dramatically, emissions of SO, and NOx per ton of coal burned will be reduced by
75 percent compared to 1980 levels (See Appendix A—-4). This is a tremendous
record.

These advancements in the control and minimization of electric power emissions
have resulted from significant capital investment in control technologies and a
strong record of utility compliance. Over the past 25 years, the electric power indus-
try has invested approximately $40 billion (capital) in technologies to reduce these
air emissions. In addition, utilities spend $3 billion to $5 billion annually in oper-
ations and maintenance related to environmental performance. Conservative esti-
mates assigning even half of these operational expenses to air-related activities indi-
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cates that total utility expenditures for the control of air emissions amount to $100
billion over the past 25 years.

II. New Source Performance Standards and the Myth of “Grandfathering”

Contrary to some claims that power plants were “grandfathered” under the Clean
Air Act in 1970, Congress did not exempt any sources of pollution from emission
controls, but did differentiate between existing sources and new sources. Existing
sources were required to make whatever level of emission reductions were deemed
necessary by the States in their implementation plans to attain National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). New sources were required to install the best
available control technology (BACT) to guard against deterioration in air quality
once it had been achieved. There were no special deals for electric generating units
under the Act. They were treated just like all other sources of industrial pollution
(whether chemical manufacturers, steel mills, aluminum smelters, petroleum refin-
ers, or automobile assembly plants). The industry has an impeccable compliance
record in meeting these standards, often exceeding emission reduction requirements
in order to provide an extra margin to protect public health and the environment.

While it is true that plants built before 1970 do not have to meet NSPS, this deci-
sion was a conscious one, made in full recognition of the following facts: First, Con-
gress comprehensively regulates industry, including utilities, through enforceable
State Implementation Plans (SIP’S) to meet NAAQS for NOx, SO, and PM ozone
and others. These standards are set in light of the best available science, and re-
quire an adequate margin of safety to protect public health. For decades each State
has evaluated what emission reductions need to be made by each electric utility
plant to meet the NAAQS and then required any needed emission reductions
through a permit process. Second, Congress deliberately chose in 1970 to target im-
proved air quality rather than mandate across-the-board technological solutions, pri-
marily due to the difficulty and great expense of retrofitting new controls on already
constructed facilities. Finally, perhaps most importantly, the 1990 Clean Air Act
Amendments included a cap on the total tons of SO, and NOx and required all fa-
cilities to address these pollutants to mitigate acid rain (through Title IV). Addi-
tional new regulatory initiatives since, have served to significantly reduce the gap
between the emissions levels of new versus older units (See Appendices A-2 and A—
3).

Simply put, in Title IV of the Clean Air Act, Congress crafted an environmental
policy which maximized the effectiveness of environmental regulation while reduc-
ing the economic consequences. Strategies like these, which allow for flexibility and
partnerships with State government to ensure effective and efficient compliance, do
not ignore environmental challenges. Instead, they demonstrate what can be accom-
plished when policies integrate economic realities with environmental goals. Based
upon the progress attained under Title IV, and the projected emissions reductions
yet to come, as well as the rigorous State-level and other Federal environmental
regulations which apply to all electric power plants, “grandfathering,” and the un-
derlying implication that many power plants are unregulated, is neither an accurate
nor an appropriate term. Furthermore, we have been shown by this experience what
can be accomplished through flexible regulatory programs.

II1. Future Environmental Policy Challenges

Mercury

According to the Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”), U.S. electric power
companies are estimated to emit about 30 percent of manmade mercury emissions.
Current research and information do not indicate that there is a direct link between
electric utility mercury emissions and levels of mercury in fish that potentially af-
fect public health. Even so, on December 14, 2000, EPA announced it would regulate
mercury emissions from power plants. The agency likely will propose regulations by
December 2003, promulgate a final rule by December 2004, and expect compliance
by December 2007.

Exposure to mercury can be toxic and lethal at high levels. However, there con-
tinues to be scientific uncertainty and disagreement as to what level of mercury ex-
posure is harmful to public health. In 1999, Congress instructed the National Acad-
emy of Sciences (“NAS”) to assess the validity of the EPA’s “reference dose” the
amount of a substance that can be consumed safely over a lifetime—for mercury and
to provide recommendations on what level of mercury exposure is “safe.” The NAS
panel, after actively reviewing existing mercury health studies, issued a final report
in July 2000.

While significant uncertainty remains regarding the health effects of mercury
emitted from powerplants, EEI intends to work cooperatively with EPA as it deter-
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mines the extent to which mercury reductions from power plants may be needed
and how those reductions should be achieved.

Climate

EEI's members have long supported voluntary, flexible, and cost-effective ap-
proaches to reducing greenhouse gases. For example, under the Climate Challenge
program initiated in 1995, the electric utility industry was projected to reduce 174
million metric tons of COz-equivalent greenhouse gases in 2000.

The electric power industry is currently developing the framework for a voluntary
climate initiative that would serve as an extension of the Climate Challenge, a part-
nership program developed by EEI and the Department of Energy (DOE). The in-
dustry expects to partner with the Federal Government—particularly DOE—and
other industries to pursue approaches that further reduce greenhouse gases. This
initiative will reduce greenhouse gases in the near term, and promote a technology
research, development and deployment (R, D&D) program that will lead to the de-
velopment over the longer term of cost-effective options to reduce greenhouse gases.

EEI supports continued scientific research to evaluate the extent to which human
activity is adversely affecting the climate, to evaluate the causes, costs, policies and
adaptation strategies to address possible solutions. EEI believes that any alter-
native to the Kyoto Protocol developed in the coming months should contain imple-
mentation rules for market mechanisms, forestry and compliance, that are cost-ef-
fective, flexible, inclusive and transparent.

EEI opposes regulation of CO, and other greenhouse gases as pollutants under
the Clean Air Act or other legislation. Because there is currently no cost-effective
control technology for greenhouse gas emissions, compliance with stringent, manda-
tory targets and timetables such as those contained in the Protocol would cause
massive fuel switching in the electric utility industry from coal to natural gas,!
which would be very expensive and increase electricity prices.2 It also would further
accentuate EEI’s concerns, noted above, about fuel diversity.

In summary, EEI believes that a climate policy premised on a voluntary climate
initiative would achieve both environmental and economic objectives, and would
help maintain fuel diversity. Such a strategy would reduce greenhouse gases in the
short term as technological responses are developed for long-term availability, all
the while maintaining the viability of coal as a vital component of electric genera-
tion. In short, environmental policy would complement energy policy, which is con-
sistent with EEI’s goal ensuring that climate change issues are addressed syner-
gistically with a national energy policy that protects our environment, consumers,
and economy.

IV. Electricity: Powering Economic Growth

Perhaps no single index serves as a better indicator of the growth and produc-
tivity of the U.S. economy than the trends in electricity use. In fact, since 1970, elec-
tricity growth has closely tracked the rise in GDP (See Appendix A—4). The elec-
tronic economy, and all of the telecommunications services and computing tech-
nology which support it, currently accounts for 3 percent of electricity use at the
national level, a significant statistic which has outpaced past projections and is ex-
pected to increase in the near future.? The Energy Information Administration
(EIA) recently revised its estimates of future electricity demand growth from 1.3 to
1.8 percent per year between now and 2020. New electric generating capacity is
needed in many areas of the country in order to avoid shortages and reliability prob-
lems. To meet increased demand and to offset retirements of existing power plants,
EIA forecasts that 1,310 new power plants—with 393,000 megawatts of capacity—
will be needed by 2020.4 A sound national energy policy is needed to continue to

1See, e.g., the reference study that demonstrates that under a Kyoto Protocol-type scenario,
coal would decline from 50 percent of electric generation to as low as 13 percent in 2010, while
natural gas would rise from 25 percent to 50 percent in the same timeframe. Research Data
Inter)national, Inc., U.S. Gas and Power Supply under the Kyoto Protocol, Vol. I at 1-9 (Sept.
1999).

2A recent EIA report (which actually understates costs because mercury had not yet been
analyzed) found that reductions in sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides and CO; consistent with re-
cent legislative proposals would increase electricity prices by 17-33 percent in 2005, and by 30—
43 percent in. 2010. EIA, Analysis of Strategies for Reducing Multiple Emissions from Power
Plants: Sulfur Dioxide, Nitrogen Oxides and Carbon Dioxide xvii, 27 (Dec. 2000). The bulk of
the cost increases are due to CO5 restrictions.

3Koomey, Jonathan et. al. “Electricity Used by Office Equipment and Network Equipment in
the United States,” Lawrence Berkeley Lab, U.S. Department of Energy, February 9, 2001

4ETA, Annual Energy Outlook 2001, p.73.
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assure the availability of affordable and reliable electricity supplies, and to meet fu-
ture energy demands.

Even as it faces the new challenge of increasing demand, the electric power indus-
try is well along the path toward the creation of a national retail energy market.
Restructuring of the electric power industry is motivated by anticipation of the eco-
nomic benefits these new markets will bring, but this change does not come without
uncertainty. As our industry and our nation advances toward these new economic
opportunities, we find ourselves at a point in history which brilliantly illustrates the
need for sound and substantial coordination of energy needs and other national pol-
icy priorities. The role of policies concerning the development of retail energy mar-
kets is and should be focused on facilitating the necessary economic, organizational,
and regulatory transitions within the industry, and on providing electricity pro-
ducers and. service providers with the opportunity to conduct efficient market trans-
actions with its customers. While EEI supports a balancing and coordination of en-
ergy and environmental policies, EEI does not support the incorporation of environ-
mental policies in legislation or regulation concerning industry structure or retail
energy competition.

New environmental policies can benefit from the changes taking place in the
structure of the electric power industry. Policies which include flexible implementa-
tion mechanisms, avoid prescriptive technology standards, and adopt compliance
schedules which take advantage of the ability of the market forces in a competitive
industry will help assure our continued progress as a provider of increasingly clean
energy to a growing economy.

EEI believes that fuel diversity—including the use of coal, natural gas, nuclear
energy, oil, hydropower and other renewables, to generate electricity—must be
maintained as a matter of national energy pohcy and national security (See Appen-
dix A-1). An energy policy that maintains fuel diversity can appropriately balance
continued utilization of coal, the most essential fuel for reliable and affordable elec-
tricity, with a sensitivity to the climate change and individual air quality issues that
reflects both economic and environmental objectives. A diverse fuel mix helps pro-
tect companies and consumers from the impacts of fuel shortages and price fluctua-
tions. Diverse fuel and technology options contribute to a stable, reliable and afford-
able energy supply over the long term.

We need a national energy policy that takes advantage of energy resources avail-
able within our country. One of the most plentiful energy resources is coal, and
more than 90 percent of U.S. coal usage is the generation of electricity. This valu-
able but underutilized asset can meet the nation’s energy needs for about 250 to
350 years.5 Nuclear power can also be a plentiful resource with a virtually unlim-
ited supply potential. On the other hand, the known supply of natural gas reserves
looks adequate only for 40 years, based on current consumption. When you consider
the multiple beneficial uses for natural gas, especially for heating, it is reasonable
to question its use for generating substantial amounts of power, when electricity
from coal is available to do the same work. Coal-based capacity additions, which al-
ready look attractive, will look even better as technology drives down their costs.

As the nation’s electricity reserve margins continue to decrease—from a high of
26 percent to a low of 11 percent just in the past decade—we must now look at coal
in a renewed role of prominence in the United States energy mix. The combination
of this old source of energy and new technology is an important part of the solution
to m%eting America’s energy needs, which are projected to grow 44 percent by
2020.

New technology puts coal-based plants in position to clear today’s environmental
hurdles. Although Germany and Japan have built generating plants using clean coal
technology in the past decade, none have yet been built in the United States—other
than subsidized or demonstration projects.

Modern coal-based plants generate electricity with dramatically less environ-
mental impact than traditional coal-based plants. The lower emissions and higher
efficiency of new coal-based plants exceed current environmental requirements for
sulfur dioxide (SO>) and nitrogen oxides (NOx). Clean coal technology also addresses
greenhouse gases. Because of increased efficiency, new technology coal plants
produce significantly less carbon dioxide (CO2) per megawatt hour than old plants.
The units that we propose to build likely would result in a 30 percent reduction in
the fuel needed to generate the same amount of electricity. In other words, the fuel
once used to power three homes would power four. Consequently, the fourth home
would be powered with virtually zero environmental impact, and the other homes
would be served with less environmental impact than before.

11.2, T.11.
82 &

5EIA, Annual Energy Review 1999, T. 3.
T. 8.3; Annual Energy Outlook 2001, T.A.8.

T.
6EIA, Annual Energy Review 1999 T.
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Certainty and Regulatory Flexibility

Coal-based power plants, which supply more than half of the nation’s electricity,
face a wide range of existing and proposed emission control requirements from Fed-
eral and State agencies, and even neighboring countries (See Appendix A-5). These
requirements and proposed new programs are focused primarily on the reductions
of four power plant emissions: SO,, NOx mercury and COo.

Because these regulatory initiatives are largely uncoordinated and often con-
flicting, the electric power industry faces enormous uncertainty as it tries to develop
appropriate plans to upgrade plants and add pollution control equipment. Utility
planners are even more challenged by the need to ensure their customers continue
to receive reliable and affordable energy. In essence, the unfortunate results of to-
day’s regulatory paradigm are higher costs for both shareholders and consumers,
longer downtimes for our generating stations, and continued uncertainty in an in-
dustry that is critical to the U.S. economy (See Appendix A-5).

America’s electricity prices are substantially lower than most of our international
competitors, giving our businesses and industries a significant competitive advan-
tage in the global marketplace. The United States has enjoyed low electricity prices,
in part, because we rely on a variety of fuels to generate electricity. The resulting
competition among these fuels keeps prices in check.

The combination of fuel sources used is referred to as the generation mix. Today,
more than half of the nation’s electricity supply is generated from coal. Nuclear en-
ergy produces nearly 20 percent of the supply, while natural gas provides 16 per-
cent. Hydropower and, to a much lesser extent, other renewable sources—biomass,
geothermal, solar, and wind—provide nearly 11 percent of the supply. Fuel oil pro-
vides nearly 3 percent of the generation mix. There are sharp regional differences
in generation mix.

Summary

The electric utility industry is committed to working with the committee to help
design multi-pollutant control legislation that is comprehensive, cost-effective, em-
ploys market-based instruments to achieve compliance, provides the industry with
sufficient time to install conventional or innovative pollution control technologies,
avoids forced premature plant retirements, preserves fuel diversity, and ultimately
provides the industry with planning certainty.

Our nation is building a legacy for taking firm steps to address environmental
challenges, promoting sustainable use of our natural resources and improving public
health. Based upon our record of compliance, improved efficiency, and increasing
emissions reductions, as well as our future commitments, the electric power indus-
try will continue to be a key partner in the accomplishment of these national prior-
ities. This industry is certain that these priorities can be balanced with a national
energy policy which protects consumers from fuel market volatility, keeps electric
power affordable and reliable, and promotes continuing investment in technologies
which will ensure increasingly clean power supplies in the future.
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Great Smoky Mountains National Park

Examples of hazy and clear days. On the haziest days, sulfates account for
over 80% of the visibility impairment (Photos: IMPROVE/NPS)
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Electric Power Regulations
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Pollutants and Concerns
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STATEMENT OF C. BOYDEN GRAY, WILMER, CUTLER & PICKERING, ON BEHALF OF THE
ELECTRIC RELIABILITY COORDINATING COUNCIL

Thank you very much for the opportunity to testify on the issue of air emissions
from power plants. I am a lawyer and not a scientist or public health officer, but
I have had two decades of experience with the Clean Air Act (“CAA”), both in formu-
lating the 1990 Amendments (“1990 CAAA”) and in implementing those Amend-
ments as well as the other provisions of the Clean Air Act. What I can contribute
is to provide some context for evaluating the role of utility emissions historically and
as compared to mobile source emissions in the formation of pollution that is covered
by the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (“NAAQS”) designed to protect pub-
lic health.

As a matter of background, I think it is important to stress that the United States
has managed fairly successfully its overall public health responsibilities for air qual-
ity. The chart below reflects the overall reduction of pollution over the last three
decades despite dramatic growth in GDP and population. As Peter Venturi, a Cali-
fornia State Air Resources Board official stated at a recent EPA hearing in Sac-
ramento, “The system is working,” noting that smog-forming emissions from busi-
nesses in the State have declined by 50 percent in the past 20 years despite a 40
percent increase in population and commensurate industry growth. As a result of
three successive CAA enactments (in 1970, 1977 and 1990), the United States has
phased out lead and CFCs, achieved attainment of a number of health standards,
including CO, NOx and, except for 19 counties with a population of 20 million, par-
ticulate matter (PMj0), and made deep cuts in acid rain, notably a 50 percent reduc-
tion mandated by the 1990 CAAA.

The acid rain reductions, contained in Title IV of the 1990 CAAA, are of special
importance to these hearings because they involve the pollutants most directly asso-
ciated with power plants. Title IV has, by all accounts, been highly successful. Gregg
Easterbrook, a senior editor at the New Republic, wrote last week that the results
have been “spectacular. Acid rain levels fell sharply during the 90’s, even as coal
combustion (its main cause) increased.” The Wall Street Journal on Monday de-
scribed the program as “fabulously successful,” in part because the market-oriented
emission trading aspect of the program has produced cost savings that “should be
as much as $2 billion a year—that’s twice as much as originally estimated by
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EPA”—and, I might add, as much as five to ten times cheaper on a cost-per-ton
basis than command-and-control.

Notwithstanding these successes, there remain some difficult problems. Ozone lev-
els, while improving, are still in violation of the NAAQS in substantial sections of
the country. I think it’s important to say here that while acid rain is primarily,
though not exclusively, a power plant problem, ozone is primarily a mobile source
problem today. Cars, trucks and buses account for twice the NOx produced by power
plants, which in turn have no role in VOCs, the other smog precursor. Just Monday,
The Washington Post noted that “Cleaner fuels and newer cars with more effective
emission controls are improving Washington’s air—just not fast enough to meet Fed-
eral ozone standards by a 2005 deadline.” The article and a followup editorial yes-
terday focused exclusively on mobile sources (including the notorious SUVs) (al-
though there is a long-range transport problem implicating Midwestern utilities, the
District of Columbia Circuit has in the last 2 years affirmed two CAA programs,
the NOx SIP Call and the Section 126 interstate transport petition referred to again
below, to eliminate this problem).

The other major unresolved problem involves particulate matter. Thanks to a
combination of the TSP and PMio NAAQS, the ozone standard and the acid rain
program, the United States has engineered a massive reduction of PMjo, which is
now largely in attainment (achieving a 15 percent reduction from 1990 to 1999 and
a 80 percent reduction from 1970). EPA has pending a NAAQS to control PM;s
which could, if implemented, call for further reductions of power plant emissions,
along with other pollutants. In the meantime, existing EPA control programs are
producing continuing reductions of what EPA describes as the “gaseous precursors
of fine particles (e.g., SO2, NOx and VOC), which are all components of the complex
mixture of air pollution that has most generally been associated with mortality and
morbidity effects” (PM2 s emissions declined 17 percent from 1990-1999).

More specifically, the acid rain and interstate NOx SIP Call rules alone are pro-
jected to reduce electric utility NOx by 3.6 million tons by 2010 from 1990 levels;
2.1 million tons have been achieved already. Further, as yet undetermined reduc-
tions are anticipated under the Regional Haze “visibility rules.” A comparison of re-
ductions required of mobile sources and electric utilities shows that the utilities are
pulling their own weight. Mobile sources contribute 58 percent of annual NOx emis-
sions, more than double the 25 percent generated by electric utilities, and con-
sequently would seem to have much more scope for emissions reduction. However,
utilities are projected to reduce their contribution by 54 percent by 2010 comparable
to the mobile source reductions of 48 percent. Utilities are doing their fair share to
reduce NOx under the law as it stands.

For SO, electric utilities represent 67 percent of SO, emissions, while mobile
sources represent only 7 percent of emissions. Title IV of the Clean Air Act man-
dates a reduction by electric utilities of 6.4 million tons of SO, from 1990 to 2010,
more than 5 million tons of which have already been reduced in the last decade.
Mobile source reductions will remove a further 1.25 million tons of SO» between
2000 and 2010. Utilities make by far the greatest quantitative reduction, although
qualitatively it is a reduction of 50 percent compared to an 80 percent reduction by
mobile sources projected over the next decade.

Like the NOx reductions, SO, reductions also will be further reduced by the regu-
lations implementing the Regional Haze rules. For example, the Grand Canyon Visi-
bility Transport Commission has instituted a voluntary reduction-trading program,
which complies with the Regional Haze rule that is estimated to reduce SO, emis-
sions by approximately 25,000 tons by 2010 and by a further 185,000 tons by 2020.
Although this number seems small, it is but the first of programs across the country
that cumulatively will have a significant impact on SO, emissions, above and be-
yond what is already required under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments.

Given the pollution reduction initiatives outlines above that are still underway or
just launched, and the PM,s NAAQS currently pending before the District of Co-
lumbia Circuit, it is unclear what additional measures are actually necessary at the
present time from a public health perspective. EPA is now also engaged in a New
Source Review (“NSR”) enforcement program that operates independently of all of
the other initiatives described above and that is under review at EPA, the Depart-
ment of Justice and the Department of Energy. The relevant question for this hear-
ing is how many tons of pollution are at stake and at what cost, not the expected
useful life of an average power plant. A review of a recent settlement agreement
between EPA and a utility shows that EPA is attempting to require companies to
install scrubbers for 95 percent removal on 70 percent of the MWs of energy pro-
duced by older plants—which really encompasses all plants over time that do not
have scrubbers already. This will lead to over a 50 percent further cut in SO, above
and beyond what is already required by Title IV and other requirements of the
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CAA. Under existing law, utilities engaging in such massive overcontrol beyond
Title IV would normally be able to recoup control costs by selling the allowances
created by their overcontrol; but EPA is prohibiting allowance sales, thus confis-
cating those allowances and raising serious takings questions in the process.

There are many other questions raised by this new enforcement program. For ex-
ample, it does not seem to be health-based—Dbecause it is not directed at attainment
of the ozone standard (the object of the NOx SIP call) and does not appear to have
any geographic focus. Rather, NSR seems to implicate some of the precursors of re-
gional haze and PM5s at a time when new visibility rules have just been issued and
it is unclear whether the new PM,s NAAQS will be implemented (and, if so, how
any reductions required will relate, if at all, to NSR). In this context, the recent 9—
0 Supreme Court decision in American Trucking is relevant, because it holds that
EPA may not do more than “is necessary” to protect the public health. Further ad-
ministrative reductions of PM,s beyond those achieved by the PMjo standard, the
ozone standard, Title IV, the NOx SIP Call and the visibility rules must therefore
await resolution of the PM,s NAAQS. Moreover, by identifying routine repair and
maintenance activities of as much as two decades ago as having triggered a scrub-
bing requirement, EPA is saying that Congress’ Title IV 50 percent reduction pro-
gram of 1990 was totally unnecessary, its allowance trading system and its manda-
tory scrubbing repeal ineffectual, its resulting pollution control mechanism too cost-
effective, and its focus misplaced to reduce pollution and increase efficiency rather
than to promote litigation.

It may well be that a further 50 percent cut in acid rain precursors is called for
as a matter of public health and environmental protection. However, if this is truly
the case, EPA’s retroactive and economically costly reading of NSR is not the way
to achieve it. Such a reduction beyond the provisions of Title I and Title IV of the
Clean Air Act requires EPA either to institute new NAAQS for SO, and NOx
through a notice and comment rulemaking or to turn to Congress for new legislation
to revise the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, pursuant to which Congress hope-
fully would not revert to the outmoded command-and-control approach for compli-
ance which it rejected in 1990, but which EPA seems so eager now to reembrace.
It is worth pointing out here that while the United States may be producing more
than its share of CO, on a GDP basis, it is ahead of the rest of the world (including
the EU) in reducing health-related pollutants, including the other major greenhouse
gases (methane, soot and ozone).! Increasing environmental costs imposed here rel-
ative to those imposed abroad exacerbates trade tensions here, especially where un-
necessary command-and-control costs are involved.

When we worked on the CAA Amendments in 1990, we never assumed that they
would not be supplemented in 10-15 years just as previous amendments had been
periodically revised—or that the next revision might not seek an additional 50 per-
cent SO, cut. But, to repeat, it is imperative that if Congress is to seek any addi-
tional cuts, it do so not through the permitting nightmare and costly command-and-
control methods of NSR, but rather through the highly successful and cost-effective
cap-and-trade approach adopted in 1990. Failure to do so will abandon the market
innovations of 1990, dramatically raise the cost and reduce the yield of air quality
standards, and generally set back the efforts to curtail pollution by a decade or
more.

APPENDIX

Electric Utility NOx Emissions (million tons/year)

APPLICABLE RULE 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010
Acid Rain program/CAAA 902 6.7 6.1 4.6 43 4.2
0zone Transport/NOx SIP Call further reductions3 —-1.0 —1.142
TOTAL 6.7 6.1 46 3.3 3.058

2Source: Dept. of Energy, Annual Energy Outlook with Projections to 2020, December 2000 at 99.
3Source: Ozone Transport Rule.

1The current WHO ozone standard applicable in the EU is currently significantly less restric-
tive than the U.S. standard, and the EU Environmental Minister is resisting the European Par-
liament’s efforts to tighten the WHO standard on the grounds that there is “insufficient sci-
entific knowledge on ozone formation” and that total compliance might not be “efficient from
an economic viewpoint.”
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Electric Utility NOx Emissions Compared to Mobile Source NOx Emissions (million tons/ year)

SOURCE 2000 2005 2010
Electric Utilities 46 33 3.058
Mobile Sources* 11.678 8.132 6.078

4Includes Heavy Gas Vehicles, Heavy Diesel Engines, Diesel Engines, and other vehicles regulated under Tier Il, Highway Diesel Fuel Sul-
phur, and Regulation of Heavy Duty Engine Rules.

Electric Utility SO, Reductions (million tons/ year)

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010

Electric Utilities 157 119 115 103 9.3
MODIIE SOUICES .oovieeeeereiriieiseeee ettt esie esbieents essienes 1.5 0.8 0.255

STATEMENT OF CONRAD G. SCHNEIDER, ADVOCACY DIRECTOR, CLEAN AIR TASK
FORCE, U.S. PUBLIC INTEREST RESEARCH GROUP

Summary of Testimony

Mr. Chairman, members of the Senate Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee, Good morning, my name is Conrad Schneider, Advocacy Director of the
Clean Air Task Force. I appreciate the opportunity to speak to you today. Based in
Boston, the Clean Air Task Force is a national non-profit, environmental advocacy
organization whose mission includes reducing the adverse environmental impacts of
fossil-fuel electric generating plants. Our staff and consultants include scientists, at-
torneys, economists, and engineers. Today I am testifying on behalf of Clear the Air:
The National Campaign Against Dirty Power, a joint effort of the Task Force, the
National Environmental Trust, and the United States Public Interest Research
group Education Fund; a campaign that involves over 120 organizations in 40

tates.

The adverse public health and ecological impacts from the nation’s older coal-and
oilfired fleet of power plants are so numerous and so significant that it is scarcely
possible to do more than list them in 5 minutes of testimony. Electric power plants
are by most measures the nation’s largest industrial air polluter. Power plant emis-
sions are the biggest contributor to the single largest environmental risk to public
health: disease and premature death due to inhalation of fine particles. Power plant
air emissions cut a broad swath of damage across human health, and the local, re-
gional and global environment. Unhealthy levels of ozone smog that trigger millions
of asthma attacks each summer; fine particles that shave years off peoples lives and
damage lungs; the damage to forests, lakes, bays and crops due to acid rain; mer-
cury contamination of fish and wildlife; shrouds of haze in our national parks; and
contributions to greenhouse gasses; the damage from fuel extraction, and ground-
water contamination from the lack of proper disposal of solid and liquid waste from
power plant fuel combustion—these are just some of the major problems associated
with the nation’s fossil electric generating fleet. Attachment 1 illustrates the many
different ways in which power plant pollution affects our lives and the natural world
around us.

The best available scientific evidence demonstrates that very deep cuts are needed
in all four major power plant pollutants: sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, mercury
and other air toxics, and carbon dioxide:

¢ Research from the nation’s top acid rain scientists at Hubbard Brook Research
Foundation indicates that nothing short of the 75 percent reductions in sulfur diox-
ide and nitrogen oxides called for in the Clean Power Act of 2001 (S. 556) will be
sufficient to allow damaged ecosystems to begin to recover by mid-century.

¢ Analysis of power plant health impacts performed using methodology approved
by U.S. EPA’s Science Advisory Board found that fine particles from power plant
sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide emissions shorten the lives of over 30,000 Ameri-
cans each year, and that a 75 percent cut in these pollutants would avoid over
(118,0(1)10 of these premature deaths. Lesser reductions will avoid fewer unnecessary

eaths.

¢ Pristine vistas in our national parks and wilderness areas will be restored only
with pollution reductions of this magnitude.
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¢ Mercury from a variety of sources over the years has contaminated the food
chain to the point that in over 40 States people are warned to limit or avoid con-
sumption of fish for fear of neurotoxicological effects. Power sector reductions of
mercury of up to 90 percent are feasible with current technology, and reductions of
90 percent or more appear commercially viable within the time horizon con-
templated by the Clean Power Act of 2001. Technical means include coal cleaning,
sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides scrubbing co-benefits, fabric filters, carbon sor-
bent injection, adoption of cleaner fuels, and a greater reliance on energy efficiency
and clean renewable energy resources.

e The buildup of carbon dioxide and other heat-trapping gases in the atmosphere
is primarily responsible for the unprecedented global warming seen over the last 50
years, according the National Research Council. As the Council recently concluded,
the adverse health and environmental impacts of climate change are real. The larg-
est source of carbon dioxide in the United States is the electric power industry, ac-
counting for 40 percent of all U.S. emissions. Of that, more than 88 percent of power
plant emissions come from older, less efficient coal-fired facilities. Any rational pol-
icy dealing with the U.S. contribution to climate change must include power sector
carbon reductions. Capping power sector emissions of carbon dioxide at 1990 levels,
in accord with the Rio Treaty, is technically feasible. This will require an expansion
of the nation’s use of energy efficiency, clean renewable, and gas-fired energy
sources, and potentially the use of advanced coal technologies.

For a host of reasons, the time is right for action finally to reduce the devastating
effects of power plant pollution. We commend Senator Jeffords and the members of
this committee for advancing the issue and look forward to working with you as the
process continues. There will be many points of agreement and disagreement among
the affected parties around issues of implementation, costs, etc. However, public
health and protection of the environment demand that emission reductions as pre-
scribed by the Clean Power Act of 2001 must be achieved and achieved as quickly
as possible. I would be happy to answer any questions.

Mr. Chairman, members of the Senate Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee, Good morning, My name is Conrad Schneider, Advocacy Director of the
Clean Air Task Force. I appreciate the opportunity to speak to you today. Based in
Boston, the Clean Air Task Force is a national non-profit, environmental advocacy
organization whose mission includes reducing the adverse environmental impacts of
fossil-fuel electric generating plants. Our staff and consultants include scientists, at-
torneys, economists, and engineers. Today I am testifying on behalf of Clear the Air:
The National Campaign Against Dirty Power, a joint effort of the Task Force, the
National Environmental Trust, and the United States Public Interest Research
group Education Fund; a campaign that involves over 120 organizations in 40

tates.

Electric power plants are by most measures the nation’s largest industrial air pol-
luter. Power plant emissions are the biggest contributor to the single largest envi-
ronmental risk to public health: death and disease due to inhalation of fine par-
ticles. Power plant air emissions cut a broad swath of damage across human health,
and the local, regional and global environment. Unhealthy levels of ozone smog; fine
particles that shave years off peoples lives and damage lungs; the damage to forests,
lakes, bays and crops due to acid rain; mercury contamination of fish and wildlife;
shrouds of haze blanketing our national parks; contributions to greenhouse gasses;
and groundwater contamination from the lack of proper disposal of solid and liquid
waste from power plant fuel combustion—these are just some of the major environ-
mental problems associated with the nation’s fossil electric generating fleet. Attach-
ment 1 illustrates the many different ways in which power plant pollution affects
our lives and the natural world around us.

Although to date the Clean Air Act has taken a pollutant-by-pollutant approach,
the suite of pollutants from power plants: sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, mercury
and other air toxics, and carbon dioxide interact and operate synergistically to dam-
age the environment. For example, global warming will likely increase the incidence
and severity of summer smog episodes; acidification of water bodies mobilizes exist-
ing deposits of mercury meaning more mercury uptake into the food chain, etc. For
these and other reasons (cost-effectiveness, planning certainty for industry, etc.) the
problem of power plant pollution demands a comprehensive solution that includes
all four major power plant pollutants.

Moreover, the best science available demonstrates that public health and eco-
system protection demand steep cuts in all four of these pollutants:

¢ Reductions in power plant emissions of sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides on
the order of 75 percent beyond current law.

¢ Mercury emission reductions of 90 percent from current levels.

¢ Power plant carbon dioxide caps set at 1990 levels.
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I will address the impacts from each of these pollutants in turn and discuss the
science that supports these reduction targets:

Sulfur Dioxide

The problems associated with sulfur dioxide include: damage from acid rain, dead-
ly fine particles, and the haze that obscures scenic vistas in national parks and our
urban areas. Power plants emit about two-thirds of the sulfur dioxide emitted in the
United States each year.

Sulfur Dioxide Reductions of 75 Percent or More are Necessary to Allow Eco-
system Recovery from Acid Rain by Mid-Century

It is increasingly well-documented that the problem of acid rain has not been
solved and that the acid rain provisions of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments will
not be sufficient to solve it. Over 150 years of deposition of sulfur has taken a seri-
ous toll on ecosystems. Although sulfur emissions have declined somewhat in recent
years, they remain very high when compared to historic levels. See Attachment 2.

As a result of this legacy, lakes and streams and the aquatic life that live in them
are experiencing the most widespread impact from high concentrations of acidity.
The majority of sensitive waterbodies are those that are located atop soils with a
limited ability to neutralize (or buffer) acidity. Sensitive areas in the United States
include the Adirondack Mountains, Mid-Appalachians, southern Blue Ridge! and
high-elevation western lakes.2 Water bodies are affected not just by the chronic
acidification that occurs from cumulative deposition but also by episodic acidification
that occurs when pulses of highly acidic waters rush into lakes and streams during
periods of snowmelt (acids have collected in the snow over the winter) and heavy
downpours.

In some places, chronic and episodic acidification together have completely eradi-
cated fish species. For example, acid-sensitive fish have disappeared and/or popu-
lations have been reduced in Pennsylvania streams where they formerly occurred
in large numbers. Acidification, together with high levels of aluminum leaching, is
blamed for the reduction in fish diversity that many Pennsylvania streams have ex-
perienced over the past 25-34 years.3

Acid rain also saps calcium from the needles of trees, weakening the cell mem-
branes and making the trees susceptible to damage from freezing in the winter and
more vulnerable to diseases and/or insect outbreaks.* Acid rain also depletes soil
nutrients—largely calcium and magnesium—needed for healthy forest growth. The
U.S. Geological Survey has shown that calcium in forest soils has decreased at loca-
tions in the northeastern and southeastern United States, forest soils, with acid rain
being one of the major factors contributing to this depletion.?

Although most evidence shows that conifers tend to be more impacted than hard-
wood trees, acid rain is also hurting deciduous trees. Detection of patches of dead
trees in northern hardwood forests of the Southern Appalachian National Forests
has been attributed to the interactions of many stressors, including air quality.®

Some specific problems that are documented to be associated with acidic deposi-
tion are:

¢ Preliminary work suggests that episodic acid deposition has contributed to the
decline of Atlantic salmon in Maine, with this periodic acidification having the
greatest impact on smolts and fry.”

¢ Forty-one percent of lakes in the Adirondack region of New York and 15 per-
cent of lakes in New England are either chronically or periodically acidic. Nearly
25 percent of surveyed lakes in the Adirondacks do not support any fish, and many

1US EPA 1995. Acid Deposition Standard Feasibility Study Report to Congress. EPA 430-R—
95-001 a. http:/www.epa.gov/acidrain/effects/execsum.html

2National Acid Precipitation Assessment Program (NAPAP). 1998. Biennial Report to Con-
gress: an Integrated Assessment. http://www.nnic.noaa.gov/CENR/NAPAP/NAPAP 96.htm

3Heard, R.M., W.E. Sharpe, R.F. Carline and W.G. Kimmel. 1997. Episodic acidification and
changes in fish diversity in Pennsylvania headwater streams, Transactions Am. Fisheries Soc.
126: 977-984.

4Dehayes, Donald H., P.G. Schaberg, G.J. Hawley, and G.R. Strimbeck. 1999. Acid Rain Im-
pacts on Calcium Nutrition and Forest Health—Alteration of Membrane-Associated Calcium
Leads to Membrane Destabilization and Foliar Injury in Red Spruce. BioScience: 49(10).

5USGS. 1999. Soil-Calcium Depletion Linked to Acid Rain and Forest Growth in the Eastern
United States. http:/bgs.usgs.gov/acidrain/

6U.S. Forest Service. 1997. Forest Service and Air Management. George Washington and Jef-
ferson National Forests. http:/svinet2.fs.fed.us:80/gwjnf/airpollution.html

7"Haines, T.A., S.A. Norton, J.S. Kahl, C.W. Fay, and S.J. Pauwels. 1990. Intensive studies
of stream fish populations in Maine. Ecological Research Series. U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. Washington, DC. 354 pp.
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others have less aquatic life and reduced species diversity when compared to less
acidic lakes.® Acid rain is the major cause of red spruce mortality in New York.?
¢ Reduction in fish diversity in northwest Pennsylvania is linked to aluminum
leaching from acid rain. Comparison of fish data collected in the Allegheny Plateau
and Ridge and Valley region 40 years ago to data collected in the mid—1990’s found
an overall decrease in species diversity, with the most dramatic declines occurring
in five species of non-game, acid-sensitive fish. Streams that experienced a loss of
species had greater increases in acidity and more episodic acidification than streams
that either gained or had no change in species.l® In the same area, acid rain has
been associated with poor sugar maple and red oak regeneration as well as deterio-
ration of tree health and excessive mortality in mature trees of both species.1!

¢ The West Virginia Department of Natural Resources has identified hundreds
of miles of streams that are chronically acidic and is currently liming 60 streams
to offset the damage from acidic deposition.

Episodic acidification is “ubiquitous” in Shenandoah National Park streams, and
chronic acidification of surface; water is also a serious concern. Values of pH as low
as 5.0 (nearly as acidic as lemon juice) are common in these streams.!2 In spring,
2001, Paine Run River was placed on the American River’s Most Endangered list
because, without further cuts in air pollution, it will become too acidic to sustain
populations of brook trout and other aquatic organisms. Thirty percent of trout
streams in Virginia are either chronically (6 percent) or episodically (24 percent)
acidic and therefore either marginal or unsuitable for acid-tolerant brook trout.l3
By the time acid-tolerant species are affected, there are many acid-sensitive species
that are no longer productive.

¢ Great Smoky Mountains streams are very sensitive to acidic deposition. The
sensitivity of these sites has emerged later than was observed in the Northeast, sug-
gesting that it took longer to leach out agents that were able to buffer sensitive sites
from acidity. Many high elevation streams are currently acidic.14 Acidic deposition
is also causing forest soils to experience chemical imbalances that are contributing
to tree stress.1516

¢ Many soils in the Southeast are already nutrient-poor. Human intervention,
and in particular the chronic loading of sulfate and nitrate from acidic deposition,
has made already calcium-poor soils more calcium deficient. Analyses at forest sites
in the southeastern United States suggest that within 80 to 150 years, soil calcium
reserves will not be adequate to supply the nutrients needed to support the growth
of merchantable timber. 17

« Because pollutants cross borders, there is documented damage in Canada as
well. Atlantic salmon habitat in Nova Scotia rivers has been seriously reduced by

8Baker, J.P., J. Van Sickle, C.J. Gagen, D.R. DeWalle, W.E. Sharpe, R.F. Carline, B.P.
Baldigo, P.S. Murdoch, D.W. Bath, W.A. Kretser, H.A. Simonin, and, P.J. Wigington. 1996. Epi-
sodic Acidification of Small Streams in the Northeastern United States: Effects on. Fish Popu-
lations. Ecological Applications 6(2): 422—437.

9Driscoll, C.T., Lawrence, G.B., Bulger, A.T., Butler, T.J., Cronan, C.S., Eagar, C., Lambert
K.F., Likens, G.E., Stoddard, J.L. and Weathers K.C., 2001. Acidic deposition in the North-
eastern United States: Sources, inputs, ecosystem effects and management strategies. Bio-
science. 51(3).

10Heard, R.M., W.E. Sharpe, R.F. Carline and W.G. Kimmel. 1997. Episodic acidification and
changes in fish diversity in Pennsylvania headwater streams. Transaction Am. Fisheries Soc.
126:977-984.

11Sharpe, William and Joy R. Drohan, eds. 1998, The Effects of Acidic Deposition on Penn-
sylvania’s Forests. Proceedings of the 1998 PA Acidic Deposition Conference. Vol. 1. Environ-
mental Resources Research Institute, University Park, PA.

12Bulger, A.J., B.J. Cosby, C.A. Dolloff, K.N. Eshleman, J.R. Webb, and J.N. Galloway. 2000.
Shenandoah National Park. Fish in Sensitive Habitats Final Report. University of Virginia and
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University. Report to the National Park Service, Coop
Agreement CA-40002-1007.

13Bulger, A.J., B.J. Cosby, and J.R. Webb. 2000. Current, reconstructed past, and projected
future status of brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis) streams in Virginia. Canadian Journal of
Fish and Aquatic. Sci 57: 15151523.

14Cook, R.B., J.W. Elwood, R.R. Turner, M.A.. Bogle, P.J. Mulholland, and A.V. Palumbo.
1994. Acidbase chemistry of high-elevation streams in the Great Smoky Mountains. Water, Air
and Soil Pollution 72:331-356.

15DeFelice, T.P. 1997. Investigation of wet acidic deposition episodes capable of damaging Red
Spruce in the Mt. Mitchell State Park. Atmospheric Research. 43: 325-344.

16McLaughlin, S, J. D. Joslin; W. Robarge, A. Stone, R. Wiimer and S. Wullschleger. 1998.
The impacts of acidic deposition and global change on high elevation southern Appalachian
spruce-fir forests. From The productivity and sustainability of southern forests ecosystems in a
changing environment. Springer-Verlag, New York: 255-277.

17Huntington, Thomas. 2000. The Potential for Calcium Depletion in Forest Ecosystems of
Southeastern United States: Review and Analysis. 14(2) 623—-638.
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increased acidity. A study of 49 rivers that historically supported salmon found pop-
ulations to be extinct in 14 rivers and severely impacted in 20. Loss of salmon is
correlated with increased acidity.l® Sensitive watersheds, located primarily in cen-
tral Ontario and Quebec, have not responded to reductions in sulfate deposition as
well or as rapidly as those in less-sensitive regions. At the current sulfur deposition
levels (20 kg wet sulfate/ha/yr.), roughly 95,000 lakes will continue to be damaged
by acid deposition. Lakes continue to acidify despite reductions in sulfur deposi-
tion.1® Modeling found that after full implementation of the acid rain program of
the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 and Air Quality agreements that 76,000
lakes in SE Canada will remain damaged, that is have a pH below 6.20

e A continuing decline in soil nutrients, due to acidic deposition, is occurring in
forest ecosystems in Ontario and Quebec. In Ontario, levels of acidic deposition are
accelerating the loss of base cations and essential nutrients from soils that support
sugar maple dominated hardwood forests. In Quebec, studies have shown the nutri-
ent status of sugar maple seedlings declined as soil acidification levels and soil base
saturation decreased. At current deposition levels, these effects will likely be sus-
tained or increased. With sustained soil nutrient loss, not only will nutrient uptake
by tree roots be reduced, but also forest ecosystem productivity will decline.2!

Despite declines in power plant sulfur emissions due to acid rain provisions of the
1990 Clean Air Act amendments, the acidity of many waterbodies has not im-
proved.22 Scientists believe that cuts called for in the 1990 amendments to the
Clean Air Act will not be adequate to protect surface water and forest soils of the
northeastern United States.23

What will it take to reverse the impacts of nitrogen saturation, ozone and acid
rain? Recent work by scientists with the Hubbard Brook Research Foundation found
that an additional 80 percent reduction in sulfur from levels achieved by Phase II
of the acid rain program of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 would be needed
to allow biological recovery to begin mid century in the Northeastern United
States.2¢ Model simulations in the Shenandoah project that greater than 1970 per-
cent reduction in sulfate deposition (from 1991 levels) would be needed to change
stream chemistry such that the number of streams suitable for brook trout viability
would increase. A 70 percent reduction would simply prevent further increase in
Virginia stream acidification.25 In the Great Smoky Mountains National Park, two
separate ecosystem models have concluded that sulfate reductions of 70 percent are
necessary to prevent acidification impacts from increasing. Deposition reductions
above and beyond these amounts are necessary to improve currently degraded
aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems.2627 To reverse and recover from acidic deposi-
tion impacts, Canadians in the Acidifying Emissions Task Group have recommended
a 75 percent reduction in U.S. sulfur emissions, post Phase II of the acid rain pro-
gram of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.28 Thus, nothing short of the overall

18Watt, W.D., C.D. Scott, P.J. Zamora and W.J. White. 2000. Acid Toxicity Levels in Nova
Scotian Rivers have not Declined in Synchrony with the Decline in Sulfate Levels. Water Air
and Soil Pollution. 118(3—4): 203-229.

19Environment Canada, 1997. Canadian Acid Rain Assessment, Volume 3. The Effects on
Canada’s Lakes, Rivers and Wetlands.

20Jeffries, D.S., D.C.L. Lam, I. Wong, and M.D. Moran, 2000. Assessment of Changes in the
Lake pH in Southeastern Canada Arising from Present Levels and Expected Reductions in Acid-
ic Deposition. Can. J. Fish Aquat. Sci. 57(Suppl2): 40-49.

21Duchesne, D. Houle and P.A. Arp. 2000. Critical Loads and Exceedances of Acid Deposition
and Associated Forest Growth in the Northern Hardwood and Boreal Coniferous Forests in Que-
bec, Canada. Water Air Soil Pollution

22Stoddard, J.L.; D.S. Jeffries; A. Lukewill; T.A. Clair; P.J. Dillon; C.T. Driscoll; M. Forsius;
M. Johannessen; J.S. Kahl; J.H. Kellog; A. Kemp; J. Mannio; D.T. Montelth; P.S. Murdoch; S.
Patrick; A. Rebsdorf, B.L. Skjelkvale; M.P. Stainton; T. T’raaen; H. van Dam; K.E. Webster; J.
Wletlng and A. Wilander. 1999. Regional Trends in Aquatlc Recovery from Acidification in North
America and Europe. Nature. 401: 575-579

23%Acid Rain Revisited: Advances in Scientific Understanding Since the Passage of the 1970
and 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, Hubbard Brook Research Foundation (2000); Driscoll,
Charles T., et al., Acid Deposition in the Northeastern U.S.: Sources and Inputs, Ecosystems
Effects, and Management Strategies. BioSience. Vol. 51, no. 3; Likens, G.E., C.T. Driscoll and
D.C. Buso. 1996. Science. Long-Term Effects of Acid rain: Response and Recovery of a Forest
Ecosystem. 272: 244-46.

24Driscoll, C.T, supra.

25Tbid.

26Cosby, B.J. and T.J. Sullivan. 1998. Final Report: Application of the MAGIC Model to Se-
lected Catchments: Phase I, Southern Appalachian Mountain Initiative (SAMI).

27Munson, R.K. 1998. Application of the NuCM Model to Noland Divide, White Oak Run and
Shaver Hollow for SAMI Phase I. Final Report.

28The Acidifying Emissions Task Group. 1997. Toward a National Acid Rain Strategy sub-
mitted to the National Air Issues Coordinating Committee.
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75 percent reduction called for in the Clean Power Act of 2001 will finish the job
of solving the acid rain problem. Tighter targeted cuts may be necessary for sources
directly impacting sensitive areas. The longer we wait for the reductions to begin,
the longer we will await recovery of these systems.

A 75 Percent Reductions in Power Plant Sulfur Dioxide Emissions will Avoid
Over 18,000 Particulate-Related Premature Deaths Each Year

One of the air pollutants most carefully studied in the 1990’s is particulate mat-
ter. Fine particles, such as those that result from power plants emissions, defeat the
defensive mechanisms of the lung, and can become lodged deep in the lung where
they can cause a variety of health problems. See Attachment 3. New evidence indi-
cates that short-term exposures cannot only cause respiratory (e.g., triggering asth-
ma attacks), but also cardiac effects, including heart attacks.2® In addition, long-
term exposure to fine particles increases the chances of death, and has been esti-
mated to shave years off the life expectancy of people living in our most polluted
cities, relative to those living in cleaner ones.30

Fine particulate matter may be emitted directly from tailpipes and smokestacks
(known as “primary” particulate matter), but the largest proportion of fine particles
come from gas emissions (called “secondary” particulate matter). Sulfur dioxide
emissions from coal plants contribute the most to secondary particle formation. Sul-
fur dioxide is chemically altered in the atmosphere after it is released from a smoke-
stack to become a “sulfate” particle. Sulfates include sulfuric acid particles that,
when breathed, reach deep into the human lung. Indeed, analysis of the relative tox-
icity of particles indicates that sulfate particles are among the most toxic.31 In the
East and Midwest United States, sulfate makes up the largest proportion of the par-
ticles in our air-in many regions well over half of the fine particles. Moreover, power
plants currently emit two-thirds of the sulfur dioxide in the United States. There-
fore, to reduce particulate matter, major reductions in pollution emissions from fos-
sil-fuel power plants are needed.

The hazards of particulate matter have become particularly clear in the past dec-
ade’s research. Two of the largest landmark studies on particulate matter and
death, the Harvard Six Cities Study, published in 1993, followed by the American
Cancer Society Study in 1995, demonstrated greater risk of premature death from
particulate matter in more polluted cities compared to cities with cleaner air. The
Harvard Six Cities study monitored particulate matter and tracked mortality in Six
U.S. cities and discovered a 25 percent higher risk between the cleanest city, Por-
tage Wisconsin and the dirtiest, Steubenville Ohio. Fine particles, especially sul-
fates, were most strongly associated with excess mortality in polluted cities. The
American Cancer Society study examined half a million people in over 150 metro-
politan areas throughout the United States and found a 17 percent greater relative
risk of mortality between the city with the least sulfate and particulate matter and
the city with the highest levels of this particulate pollution. The results of these
studies were challenged by industry resulting in an independent reanalysis by the
Health Effects Institute (HEI)-funded by industry and EPA. HEI found the results
to be robust and actually strengthened the associations found by the original inves-
tigators.32

Thus, the evidence is clear, and has been confirmed independently, fine particle
air pollution, and especially those particles emitted primarily by fossil-fuel power
plants, are adversely affecting the lives and health of Americans. The importance
of these particulate matter-health effects relationships is made clear by the fact that
virtually every American is directly impacted by this pollution. Indeed, a recent
analyses by Abt Associates using the methodology approved by EPA’s independent
Science Advisory Board estimated that emissions from power plants alone are re-

29Gold, D. et al., “Ambient Pollution and Heart Rate Variability,” Circulation, v. 101, 1267—
1273, American Heart Association (March 21, 200); Peters, A. et al., “Increases in Heart Rate
Variability During an Air Pollution Episode,” 150 American Journal of Epidemiology, p. 1094—
1098 (1999); Peters, A. et al., “Air Pollution and Incidence of Cardiac Arrhythmia,” 11 Epidemi-
ology, no. 1, p. 11-17 (2000); Schwartz, J., “Air Pollution and Hospital Admissions for Heart Dis-
ease in Eight U.S. Counties, 10 Epidemiology 1722 (1999).

30Pope, C.A., “Epidemiology of Fine Particulate Air Pollution and Human Health: Biologic
Mechanisms and Who’s at Risk?” 108 Env. Health Persp. (Supp 4) 713-723 (August 2000).

31Thurston, George, “Determining the Pollution Sources Associated with PM Health Effects,”
Air And Waste Management Association (January 1998); Laden F, Neas LM, Dockery DW,
Schwartz J. Association of fine particulate matter from different sources with daily mortality
in six U.S. cities. Environ. Health Perspect. 108: 941-947(2000).

32Krewski, D., Burnett, R.T. Goldberg, M.S., Hoover, K., Siemiatycki, J., Jerrett, M.,
Abrahamowicz, A. and White, W.H., “Reanalysis of the Harvard Six Cities Study and the Amer-
ican Cancer Society Study of Particulate Matter and Mortality,” Health Effects Institute, Cam-
bridge, MA (2000).
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sponsible for about 30,000 premature deaths per year—more than from drunk driv-
ing or homicides. That same study determined that a 75 percent reduction in power
plant sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide emissions would result in reduced fine par-
ticle levels and avoid over 18,000 premature deaths per year—more lives than are
saved by safety belts each year.33 The greatest risk is faced by people living in the
Midwest and Southeast where the greatest concentrations of coal-fired power plants
are located. See Attachment 4.

In addition, recent work by researchers at the Harvard School of Public Health
including that summarized in “Risk in Perspective”,3¢ the journal of the Harvard
Center for Risk Analysis, found that the risk from power plant pollution is not even-
ly distributed geographically. The risk was found to be greatest in relatively close
proximity to the power plants: people living within 30 miles of a plant were found
to face a risk of mortality from the plant’s emissions 2—3 times greater than people
living beyond 30 miles do.35 These “local” impacts suggest that a national “cap-and-
trade” program that allows some plants to escape pollution controls through the
purchase of emission credits will not reduce the specific risk posed by those emis-
sions to the surrounding population. This work supports the need for the “birthday
bill” provision of the Clean Power Act of 2001 that requires each facility to meet
modern pollution standards by a date certain.

These scientific studies have found that the relationship between fine particles
and premature mortality is linear—meaning that every additional ton of pollution
we remove from the air will carry an additional, incremental benefit in saving more
lives. The chart in Attachment 5 compares the benefits of several power plant bills
introduced in the last Congress. With technology available today that can cost-effec-
tively reduce power plant sulfur dioxide emissions by up to 90-95 percent,3¢ public
health demands that Congress adopt emissions cuts no less stringent than those
called for in the Clean Power Act of 2001.

A 75 Percent Reduction in Power Plant Sulfur Dioxide will be Necessary to
Regain Pristine Vistas in our National Parks and Wilderness Areas

In the last several decades, visibility—how far you can see on an average day—
has declined dramatically, especially in the Eastern half of the United States. In
the East, annual mean visibility is commonly one quarter of natural conditions and
as little as oneeighth in the summer. One of the greatest casualties of this upsurge
in regional haze has been the national parks. An example of the magnitude of visi-
bility decline due to high air pollution levels are shown in the Great: Smoky Moun-
tains National Park slide attached to this testimony. See Attachment 6.

There is no question that power plants are the major driver of this problem: visi-
bility impairment has tracked closely in parallel with sulfate and electric power pro-
duction for nearly half a century. Taken together, sulfur, carbon and nitrogen oxide
emissions are responsible for about well over 80 percent of this visibility impair-
ment. When these components are assessed for their contribution to the problem,
electric power is accountable for about 5 of the emissions that lead to regional
haze-related visibility impairment in the East, most of which is caused by sulfate.

Half-measures will not solve the problem of visibility impairment in our nation’s
parks. EPA has set a long-term goal of eliminating man-made haze by 2060. That
goal will never be achieved without steeply cutting power plant emissions consistent
with the reduction targets in the Clean Power Act of 2001. Indeed, the cuts in sulfur
dioxide to date under the acid rain program have not led to perceptibly improved
vistas. Research shows that visibility improves more rapidly with deeper cuts in sul-
fate. Thus, we will achieve pristine views in those areas shrouded in a sulfate haze
only when the deepest cuts in sulfur dioxide emissions have been achieved.

There is concern about haze from other quarters as well. New research is showing
that both haze and particulate matter are depressing optimal yields of crops.3?
Yield decreases in the northeastern United States are estimated to be occurring in

33“Death, Disease, and Dirty Power,” Clean Air Task Force (2000); “The Particulate-Related
Benefits of Reducing Power Plant Emissions,” Abt Associates (2000).

34Levy, J. and Spengler, J., “Health Benefits of Emissions Reductions From Older Power
Plants,” Risk in Perspective/Harvard Center for Risk Analysis Vol. 9, Issue 2 (April 2001).

35Levy, J., Spengler, J., Hlinka, D. and Sullivan, D., “Estimated Public Health Impacts of Cri-
teria Pollutant Air Emissions from the Salem Harbor and Brayton Point Power Plants.” Avail-
able online at www.hsph.harvard.edu.

36Srivastava, R.K. (2000) EPA ORD Control of SO, Emissions: An Analysis of Technologies.
EPA/600R00/093.

37Chameides, W.L., H. Yu, M. Bergin, X. Zhou, L. Megarns, G. Wang, C.S. Kiang, R.D. Saylor,
C. Luo, Y. Huang, A. Steiner and F. Giorgi. 1999. Case: Study of the Effects of Atmospheric
Aerosols and Regional Haze on Agriculture: An Opportunity to Enhance Crop Yields in China
through Emission Controls? PNAS. 96(24): 13626-13633.
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the 5—10 percent range. In the Southeast the decrease in optimal yields for sum-
mertime crops is likely higher—about 10—15 percent.

Nitrogen Oxides

The problems associated with nitrogen oxides include the massive health and eco-
system damage due to ozone smog and nitrogen deposition. Power plants are respon-
sible for about one-quarter of the nitrogen oxides emitted in the United States each
year.

A 75 percent Reduction is Necessary to Reduce Ozone Smog and Help Attain
the New Ozone Standard

Ground level ozone is a colorless, odorless pollutant that causes respiratory dam-
age ranging from temporary discomfort to long-term lung damage. According to a
recent study38, in the Eastern half of the United States, ground level ozone sends
an estimated 159,000 people to emergency rooms each summer; triggers 6.2 million
asthma attacks, and results in 69,000 hospital admissions. Many more millions of
Americans experience other respiratory discomfort. The year 2000 saw one of the
worst ozone summers in recent history, with more than 7,000 violations of the Fed-
eral ozone health standard.

Although much of the controversy around ground level ozone in recent years has
centered on ozone levels in the Northeast, and the impact of Midwest and Southern
emissions on the Northeast, this misses an important part of the story. In fact,
many Midwestern and Southeastern States suffer greater ozone exposures and per
capita health impacts than many Northeast States. According to a recent study by
the Ohio Environmental Council, in collaboration with the University of Michigan
and Harvard University,3° for example, people in Ohio River Valley communities
such as Cincinnati and Marietta, Ohio are often exposed to dangerous levels of
ground level ozone as much as 75 percent more than people in Boston and New
York. Ohio River Valley ozone hospital admission rates also track this pattern—with
admission rates higher in the Ohio Valley than in the East. Similarly, some of the
nation’s highest and most persistent ozone smog violations are outside of the cities,
in places considered pristine—places like the Great Smokies (there were an aston-
ishing 52 exceedance days of the 8 hour ozone standard in the Great Smoky Moun-
tains National Park in 1999 where it is now unhealthy to breathe on about half of
the days of summer), Door Country, Wisconsin, and the nation’s seashore points.4?

The reason is not hard to discern. There is a high correlation between elevated
ground level ozone and proximity to power plants—especially in the Midwest and
Southeast where roughly 60 percent of the nation’s coal-fired generating capacity is
located. In the Ohio Valley area studied, for example, emissions from coal-and oil-
fired power plants contribute nearly fifty percent of elevated ozone levels in the Val-
ley, enough by themselves to cause violations of the Federal health standard.4!

Crop Losses Due to Ozone Smog

Human health is not smog’s only victim. There is strong scientific evidence show-
ing that current levels of ground level ozone are reducing yields, particularly in sen-
sitive species—soybean, cotton, and peanuts from NCLAN studies. Annual crop loss
from ozone for soybeans alone in Illinois, Indiana and Ohio has been calculated to
fall between $198,628,000—345,578,000. Ozone-induced growth and yield losses for
the seven major commodity crops in the Southeast (sorghum, cotton, wheat barley,
corn, peanuts and soybeans) are costing southeastern farmers from $213-353 mil-
lion annually.42

Year Round Reductions of Nitrogen Oxides will be Necessary to Minimize the
Effects of Nitrogen Deposition

Power plant nitrogen emissions deposited on land and water—sometimes at great

distances from their original sources—is an important contributor to declining water

38Abt Associates, “Out of Breath: Adverse Health Effects Associated with Ozone in the East-
ern United States,” Abt Associates (October 1999).

39“0zone Alley,” Ohio Environmental Council (2000).

40“No Escape: Can You Really Ever Get Away-from the Smog?” Clean Air Network and Clean
Air Task Force (August 1999).

41“Qzone Alley” supra.

42Production and yield figures come from 1997 United States Department of Agriculture, Na-
tional Agricultural Statistics Service. Ozone impact data comes from EPA 1996. Office of Air
Quality Planning and Standards Staff Paper. Review of National Ambient Air Quality Stand-
ards for Ozone. EPA-452/R-96007.
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quality.43 Estuarine and coastal systems are especially vulnerable. Too much nitro-
gen serves as a fertilizer, causing excessive growth of seaweed. The result is visual
impairment and loss of oxygen. With the loss of oxygen, many estuarine and marine
species—including fish—cannot survive.44

The contribution of nitrogen from atmospheric deposition varies by watershed. In
the Chesapeake Bay, atmospheric nitrogen accounts for 27 percent of nitrogen en-
tering the system.4> Of that amount, power plants account for about a third.

Nitrogen is also being deposited on ocean surfaces many, many miles away from
land. Atmospheric nitrogen accounts for 46 to 57 percent of the total externally sup-
plied (or new nitrogen) deposited in the North Atlantic Ocean Basin.46

Mercury

A 90 Percent Reduction in Mercury and other Power Plant Toxic Emissions
is Necessary to Minimize the Risk to Children

Mercury is another power plant pollutant that poses a threat to human health
and the environment. Exposure to mercury in the United States primarily comes
from the consumption of freshwater, estuarine, marine fish and shellfish. Across the
United States, mercury contaminates freshwater and saltwater fish populations,
poses health risks to the people and wildlife that consume these fish and threatens
the multibillion-dollar recreational and commercial fishing industries. State health
departments in over 40 States have issued advisories warning the public about con-
suming certain species of fish in certain water bodies, 11 States have advisories for
every water body and 13 now issue consumption advice for certain marine species.
Methylmercury (the form of mercury in fish) is a developmental toxin and poses the
greatest hazard during prenatal development. EPA has estimated that 3 million
children and 4 million women of childbearing age are exposed to Methylmercury at
levels above what EPA considers safe.

Coal-fired power plants are the largest emitters of mercury in the nation—they
account for 33 percent of air emissions and have been linked to contamination of
the nation’s fisheries.4” (Forty-one States have mercury fish consumption advisories,
11 have statewide advisories.)*8

People are exposed to mercury primarily through eating contaminated fish. Most
at risk is the developing fetus because mercury interferes with the normal develop-
ment of the nervous system.4® The fetus is exposed to mercury when the mother
eats fish. Infants appear normal during the first few months of life, but later display
subtle effects such as poor performance on tests of attention, fine motor function,
language, visual-spatial abilities (e.g., drawing), and memory. According to the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, these children will likely have to struggle to keep up
in school and might require remedial classes or special education.50

A recent Centers for Disease Control survey of hair and blood samples found that
10 percent of the women of childbearing age that were tested were above the EPA’s
safe level for mercury exposure.5! Nationally, this translates into 6 million women
of childbearing age with elevated levels of mercury from eating contaminated fish,
and approximately 390,000 newborns at risk of neurological effects from being ex-
posed in utero to elevated levels of mercury.52

Mercury pollution has been linked to a number of industrial sources. EPA esti-
mates, however, that about a third of the nation’s airborne mercury emissions come

43USEPA 1999 Office of Water, Oceans and Coastal Protection Division, Air Pollution and
Water Quality, Atmospheric Deposition Initiative http:/www.epa.gov/owow/oceans/airdep/

44UUSEPA 1997. Deposition of Air Pollutants to the Great Waters. Second Report to Congress,
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards. http://www.epa.gov/oar/oagps/gr8water/2ndrpt/
execsumm.html

45Valigura, Richard, Winston Luke, Richard Artz and Bruce; Hicks. 1996. Atmospheric Nutri-
ent Input to Coastal Areas. Reducing the Uncertainties. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration Coastal Ocean Program.

46Paerl, Hans, 1999. Atmospheric Nitrogen in North Atlantic Ocean Basin. Ambio (Royal
Swedish Academy of Sciences dJournal) (June 1999). Summary online: http:/
www.seagrantnews.org/news/19990630 n.html

47“USEPA, 1997. Mercury Study Report to Congress: Volume I Executive Summary.” Decem-
ber. EPA 452/R-97-003.

48http:/www.epa.gov/ost/fish

49USEPA, 1997b. Mercury Study Report to Congress, Volume VII: Characterization of Human
and Wildlife Risks from Mercury Exposure in the United States. EPA-452/R—-97-009.

50T oxicological Effects of Methylmercury, National Academy Press, Washington, DC, 2000.
http://www.nap.edu

517.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Blood and hair mercury levels in young
children and women of childbearing age—United States, 1999. Morbidity and Mortality Weekly,
March 2, 2001.

52Derived from 1990 census data. http:/www.census.gov
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from power plant smokestacks; this assessment ignores the likely additional mer-
cury flows coming from power plant solid waste streams. EPA recently determined
to regulate mercury from power plants, but industry has challenged that decision
in court. Until these regulations go forward, power plants will remain the only large
industrial source of mercury that is unregulated.

Power plants emit many other (HAPs) air pollutants. In EPA tests, 67 different
HAPs were detected in the flue gas.53 Of these, 55 are known to be neurotoxic or
developmental toxins (i.e., affect development of a child’s brain, nervous system or
body). Examples include cadmium, manganese and selenium.5¢ In addition, 24 are
also known, probable or possible human carcinogens.?> Examples include arsenic,
chromium, and beryllium. Power plants rank first in release of toxics to the air—
842 million pounds of chemical releases to the air in 1999 (Toxics Release Inven-
tory).56 This accounts for 40 percent of the nation’s total.

The Clean Power Act of 2001 requires a 90 percent reduction in mercury emis-
sions from power plants by 2007. Can a 90 percent reduction be in this timeframe?
Yes. Numerous bench-scale and pilot-scale field studies of sorbent injection tech-
nologies developed specifically to capture mercury have demonstrated that removal
efficiencies in excess of 90 percent are achievable5758 Recent data collected by the
EPA on the mercury capture efficiency of conventional pollution controls illustrates
that for some coals and pollution control devices, more than 90 percent of the mer-
cury is already being captured.?® In particular, for some coals, a combination of ni-
trogen oxides and sulfur dioxide controls can result in mercury removals ranging
from 50 to more than 90 percent.6061

To optimize the mercury capture efficiency of existing technologies the Depart-
ment of Energy has committed to full-scale demonstration projects that are under-
way right now. These demonstration projects will be completed between 2002 and
2005—a consistent timetable for achieving significant mercury reductions by 2007.
Previous demonstration projects of emerging technologies have achieved mercury re-
ductions in excess of 80 percent.6263 In addition, the EPA states that controlling
mercury emissions with multi-pollutant control technologies can be a cost-effective
method for collectively controlling multiple pollutants. We believe that mercury leg-
islation is needed as a technology-forcing mechanism and to provide the certainty
that regulatory agencies, research groups, industry and equipment vendors need to
c?rry their work through to full-scale commercialization within a reasonable, period
of time.

Carbon Dioxide

The Power Sector Must Reduce Its Share of Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Carbon dioxide (COy) is a byproduct of burning fossil fuels such as coal and oil.
In a balanced system, carbon dioxide helps regulate the Earth’s climate. However,
too much carbon dioxide causes excess heat to be trapped in the atmosphere, forcing
global temperatures upward, the process known as global warming.

The largest source of carbon dioxide in the United States is the electric power in-
dustry, accounting for about 40 percent of all U.S. emissions. Of that, more than
88 percent of power plant emissions come from older, dirtier coal fired facilities. As
a result of excessive burning of fossil fuels, carbon dioxide in the atmosphere has

53USEPA, 1998. Study of hazardous air pollutant emissions from electric utility steam gener-
ating units—final report to Congress. February. 453/R-98-004a.

54National Environmental Trust (NET), et al. 2000. Polluting Our Future: Chemical Pollution
in the U.S. that Affects Child Development and Learning. September. www.environet.org.

55USEPA, 1998. Study of hazardous air pollutant emissions from electric utility steam gener-
ating units—final report to Congress. February. 453/R-98—004a.

56USEPA, 2001. 1999 Toxics Release Inventory—Public Data Release. www.epa.gov/tri

57USEPA, Mercury Study Report to Congress, Volume VIII, EPA—452/R-97-010, December,
1997.

58 Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management. Environmental regulation and tech-
nology innovation: controlling mercury emissions from coal-fired boilers. September 2000.

59Kilgroe, J. D. and R. K. Srivastava. EPA studies on the control of toxic air pollution emis-
sions form electric utility boilers. Environmental Management, January 2001.

60Gutberlet et. al. (1992). Measurement of the trace element mercury in bituminous coal fur-
naces with flue gas cleaning plants. As cited in Sloss, L. 1995. Mercury emissions and effects—
the role of coal. IEA Coal Research, United Kingdom.

61Kilgroe, J.D. and R.K. Srivastava. EPA studies on the control of toxic air pollution emissions
form electric utility boilers. Environmental Management, January 2001.

62Pavlish, J.H. and M.D. Mann, An economic basis for developing mercury control strategies.
Energy and Environmental Research Center, University of North Dakota. Presented at Power-
GEN International, Orlando, Florida, December 9-11, 1998.

63Powerspan Press Release, August 23, 2000. Powerspan Corp.’s ECO Technology Dem-
onstrates Unmatched Reductions in Mercury and Fine Particulate Matter.
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increased 30 percent since the start of the industrial revolution, and is expected to
continue climbing unless emissions are steadily reduced. If current energy trends
continue, our atmosphere will contain twice as much carbon dioxide by 2050 as it
did before the industrial revolution.

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) recently detailed the
sensitivity, adaptive capacity, the vulnerability of natural and human systems and
the potential consequences of climate change in its “Climate Change 2001: Impacts,
Adaptation, and Vulnerability” report.6¢ For example, the IPCC found that a 5-de-
gree increase in global temperatures over the next century could result in the death
or displacement of hundreds of millions of people.6> The White House, as part of
its review of U.S. climate change policy requested the National Research Council to
conduct a review of the IPCC report.®6 Among other questions, the White House
asked the NRC to assess the likely consequences for the United States of climate
change. In responding, the NRC relied heavily on the U.S National Assessment of
Climate Change Impacts.67

Health Effects Associated with Climate Change

The NRC found that climate change has the potential to influence the frequency
and transmission of infectious disease, alter heat-and cold-related mortality and
morbidity, and influence air and water quality. Changes in the agents that trans-
port infectious diseases (e.g., mosquitoes, ticks, and rodents) were found likely to
occur with any significant change in precipitation and temperature. The Assessment
tied increases in adverse air quality to higher temperatures. Children, the elderly,
and the poor were considered most vulnerable to these adverse health outcomes.68

Ecological Impacts Associated with Climate Change

The Assessment found that coastal regions are at greatest risk from sea level rise
and to increases in the frequency and severity of storms. Significant climate change
will cause disruption to many U.S. ecosystems, including wetlands, forests, grass-
lands, rivers, and lakes.6°

Regarding effects on crops, the Assessment found: that many crop distributions
would change, thus requiring significant adaptations. Such changes were found like-
ly to be more costly to small farmers than large corporate farms. Hotter, drier sce-
narios increase the potential for declines in both agriculture and forestry.7?

Two articles in the most recent edition of the journal Science mark the first time
scientists have computed the likelihood of a specific temperature increase rather
than simply offering a range of possibilities. An Intergovernmental Panel on Cli-
mate Change committee released a report earlier this year saying a 5-degree in-
crease would make it hot enough to cause severe weather that could kill or displace
hundreds of millions of people. According to this latest research, there is a 90 per-
cent chance that global warming will increase the Earth’s temperature from 3 to 9
degrees Fahrenheit by the year 2100, and a 50-50 chance that a 5-degree increase
will occur.7?

Climate change cannot be reversed without significant cuts in U.S. emissions that
contribute to the greenhouse effect. Thus was the conclusion that formed the basis
for the Framework Convention on Climate Change and the 1992 Rio de Janeiro
Treaty. The U.S. Senate unanimously ratified the Rio Treaty on October 7, 1992,
shortly after its submission by President Bush. The Rio Treaty committed the
United States to achieving a “stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the
atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous interference with the climate
system.” Specifically, the Rio Treaty aimed at reducing carbon dioxide emissions to
their 1990 levels by 2000. Obviously, the United States has not met the levels set
out in the Accord. Instead, carbon dioxide emissions have risen by more than 15

64International Panel on Climate Change, “Climate Change 2001: Impacts, Adaptations, and
Vulnebrgbility—Summary for Policymakers (February 2001).

651bid.

66“Climate Change Science: An Analysis of Some Key Questions,” Committee on the Science
of Climate Change, Division of Earth and Life Studies, National Research Council (National
Academy Press 2001).

67U.S. National Assessment. U.S. Global Change Research Program, “Climate Change Impacts
on the United States: The Potential Consequences of Climate Variability and Change”, 2001
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percent since 1990 according to the Energy Information Administration. Any ration-
al plan to curb global warming must include sharp reductions in power plant carbon
dioxide emissions. Power system reductions consistent with the Rio targets are in-
cluded in the Clean Power Act of 2001.

Reductions Appropriate In Federal Policy

In each of the above areas, the best scientific evidence calls for large reductions
in emissions:

e In the case of sulfur, cuts of at least 75 percent are suggested by the impera-
tives of ecosystem recovery; huge health and environmental dividends in the form
of fine particle reduction and reduced haze will result as well.

¢ In the case of nitrogen oxides, ozone smog health impacts are roughly linear,
and 75 percent cuts in nitrogen oxides will dramatically reduce summer smog as
well as year round nitrogen and acid rain impacts.

e Mercury is highly toxic in small amounts, and, as for other industries, max-
imum available control thresholds should be pursued.

¢ While reducing U.S. power plant emissions alone will not solve the world cli-
mate change problem, an important start can be made in this sector. Reductions
consistent with the nation’s Rio treaty commitments—a return to 1990 levels—are
an appropriate starting point.

Fortunately, the technology is at hand to dramatically reduce these power plant
emissions and their resultant impacts throughout the nation, at reasonable costs.
For example:

* Power sector reductions of sulfur dioxide of 75 percent beyond current law are
readily achievable through a combination of flue gas desulfurization (scrubbing), use
of cleaner fuels, and greater commitment to energy efficiency and renewable re-
sources.

¢ Year round nitrogen reductions of 1975 percent or more are achievable through
selective catalytic and non-catalytic reduction technology, low NOx burners, overfire
air, and use of cleaner fuels, and greater commitment to energy efficiency and re-
newable resources.

e Power sector reductions of mercury in the range of up to 90 percent are cur-
rently feasible with some coals, and reductions of 90 percent or more from all coals
appear commercially viable within the time horizon contemplated by the Clean
Power Act of 2001. Technical means include coal cleaning, sulfur dioxide and nitro-
gen oxides scrubbing co-benefits, fabric filters, carbon sorbent injection, and adop-
tion of cleaner fuels.

¢ The buildup of carbon dioxide and other heat-trapping gases in the atmosphere
is primarily responsible for the unprecedented global warming seen over the last 50
years, according the National Research Council. As the Council recently concluded,
the adverse health and environmental impacts of climate change are real. The larg-
est source of carbon dioxide in the United States is the electric power industry, ac-
counting for 40 percent of all U.S. emissions. Of that, more than 88 percent of power
plant emissions come from older, less efficient coal-fired facilities. Any rational pol-
icy dealing with the U.S. contribution to climate change must include power sector
carbon reductions. Capping power sector emissions of carbon dioxide at 1990 levels,
in accord with the Rio Treaty, is technically feasible. This will require an expansion
of the nation’s use of energy efficiency, clean renewable and gas-fired energy
sources, and potentially the use of advanced coal technologies.

The Time For Action Is Here

The discussion we are having today is hardly new. It goes back at least to 1995,
when EPA initiated its “Clean Air Power Initiative” designed to bring stakeholders
together around a comprehensive set of pollution reductions. For a variety of rea-
sons, that initiative never came to a consensus conclusion.

However, much has changed in the last 5 years to change the landscape:

e The science underlying reduction targets for acid rain, fine particles, haze and
mercury has become more compelling.

¢ Many States have moved ahead of the Federal Clean Air Act. Recently, for ex-
ample, Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Texas have adopted regulations that will
chop air pollution from grandfathered power plants by up to 75 percent. In Illinois,
legislation has passed that will require promulgation of similar regulations by 2002.
Such a measure has passed one house of the State legislatures in North Carolina
and New York. While demonstrating leadership, however, the effectiveness of State
action will be limited by transboundary impacts.

¢ Public opinion is increasingly supportive of steep power plant emission cut-
backs. Opinion leaders throughout the Midwest and Southeast have voiced a con-
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cern about current emission levels, as evidenced by many recent newspaper edi-
torials.

¢ Many voices in industry are recognizing the value of a comprehensive multi-
pollutant approach including carbon dioxide, rather than a balkanized approach—
and the wisdom where possible of not throwing good money after bad.
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Particulate Matter
Monitor Filters

Clean Exposed 24 hours

Portland, Maine
1/7193
48 ug/m3

Source: Maine DEP

Power Plants (Annual Tons SO2)
® 50,000 - 167,639 tons
o 25,000 - 50,000 tons
« 1-25000tons

Power Plant Deaths per 100,000 Adults

B > 40 (max=70)



104

Comparative Benefits

Avoided Health Endpoints S 172 (Moynihan) HR 2569 (Pallone) S 1369 (Jeffords)

S0 Cap (million TPY) 4.50 4.00 3.24
Percent Below 1990 CAAA 50 55 64
Mortality 10,600 13,000 18,700

Total (all) Health Benefit $60 billion $75 billion $111 billion
Visibility Benefits $1 billion $1 billion $3 billion
Total Benefits S67 billion ($1997) | $76 billion ($71997) | 114 billion ($1999)

Greater Emissions Reductions Yield Greater Benefits
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AIR RESOURCES BOARD,
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,
Sacramento, CA, August 7, 2001.

The Honorable JAMES JEFFORDS, Chairman,

Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works,
Senate Office Building,

Washington, DC, 20510.

DEAR SENATOR JEFFORDS: The purpose of this letter is to provide clarification to the
testimony of Mr. C. Boyden Gray presented on July 26, 2001, before the Senate
Committee on Environment and Public Works. In his testimony Mr. Gray quoted
excerpts of verbal testimony that Mr. Peter D. Venturini, Chief, Stationary Source
Division, California Air Resources Board recently presented at a public meeting in
Sacramento, California regarding the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s draft
New Source Review 90 Day Review Background Paper. The impetus for this letter
is our concern that Mr. Gray’s testimony (enclosed) mislead the committee to believe
that since California has made considerable progress toward achieving clean air
standards there is justification for relaxing or eliminating the New Source Review
program.

On the contrary, in both verbal and written comments to the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (enclosed) we shared our experience with the success of New
Source Review in California. Because of the serious nature of California’s air quality
problem, our State has adopted New Source Review requirements that go beyond
Federal requirements. The cornerstone of our success has been the advanced emis-
sion controls that our State requires for new and expanding sources and the fact
that California law does not allow sources to “net out” of emission control require-
ments.

Peter Venturini, in verbal testimony presented July 12, 2001, stated that the New
Source Review program in California is working and has played an integral role in
California’s long history of achieving environmental progress. It has also resulted
in the construction of some of the cleanest power plants in the nation. The context
of Mr. Gray’s quote implied that Mr. Venturini was discussing the success of the
Federal air quality program. In fact, Mr. Venturini was discussing the success of
the more stringent California program, and was using the effectiveness of achieving
emission reductions through stringent emission controls imposed through New
Source Review as an example for the rest of the nation to follow.

Further, Mr. Gray misquoted the facts; the 50 percent reduction in overall state-
wide ozone exposures that has occurred in California over the past 20 years has
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been due to a combination of emission reductions from both stationary sources and
mobile sources, not just from emission reductions from “businesses in the State.”

New Source Review is based on the solid premise that new emissions should be
minimized and mitigated so that industrial growth can continue without under-
mining progress toward achieving clean air mandates. It is also based on the fact
that the most cost-effective time to control a source is at the time of its installation
or when it undergoes a significant modification. We believe that any weakening of
New Source Review control requirements will increase the need to achieve a greater
proportion of emission reductions from existing sources and will likely result in a
less effective pollution control program.

I appreciate this opportunity to clarify our comments. If you have any questions,
please call me at (916) 445-4383.

Sincerely,
MicHAEL P. KENNY, Executive Officer.






CLEAN POWER ACT

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 1, 2001

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:34 a.m. in room 406,
Senate Dirksen Building, Hon. James Jeffords [chairman of the
committee] presiding.

Present: Senators Jeffords, Bond, Boxer, Campbell, Carper,
Chafee, Inhofe, Smith, and Voinovich.

FEDERAL AND STATE ROLES IN REDUCTION OF AIR
POLLUTANTS

Senator JEFFORDS. The committee will come to order.

We have a number of meetings and hearings going on and mem-
bers are being squeezed considerably. So I will start off by delaying
my opening statement and turn to Senator Inhofe.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. INHOFE,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I do appreciate it. I explained to the chairman we have our de-
fense conference meeting in 15 minutes, and that is required at-
tendance. So I would like to get a statement in. I will not be able
to stay for the meeting.

First of all, Mr. Chairman, I think those of us in our part of the
country would be very much opposed to the provisions of S. 556.
Quite frankly, I think it will pass the committee here, but will not
pass on the floor.

First, I believe S. 556 to be inequitable to require an across-the-
board reduction in pollutants when States such as Oklahoma, and
I would suggest Colorado and several of the other States that are
represented on this panel, already are in attainment with these
standards, and we are talking about all the way across the board.

In the case of SOx, Oklahoma’s coal-fired power plants had an
average SO, emission rate which is approximately half of the
United States national average coal-fired emission rate. As a re-
sult, Oklahoma already over-complies with its phase two Acid Rain
Program allocation by 27 percent.

In the case of NOx, Oklahoma’s coal-fired stations had an aver-
age NOx emission rate of roughly 20 percent below the national
coal-fired emission and 10 percent below its 1995 average mercury
emissions. According to the EPA, Oklahoma mercury emissions
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froni coal-fired utility boilers are 1.8 percent of the nationwide
total.

In carbon, the regulation of CO, would make the price and avail-
ability of energy a national crisis at a scale that our nation has
never before experienced, even that just in recent months.

Oklahoma’s environmental profile mirrors that of many of the
western States. Oklahoma does not have the SOx, NOx, or mercury
problems. Therefore, before we are asked to reduce our emissions
even further, other States in other parts of the country where there
is a problem should have to start lowering theirs. Second, by lim-
iting fuel options for power generation, increasing the cost of elec-
tricity to Americans and stopping the construction of new gener-
ating facilities, S. 556 is the very antithesis of sound national en-
ergy policy.

You know, there has been a lot of talk about energy policy in this
country, and I was severely criticized, Mr. Chairman, for trying to
put H.R. 4 on the Senate authorization—Defense Authorization
bill, and yet I see that as a national security policy. I mean, the
fact that we are no 56 percent dependent on foreign countries for
our ability to fight a war, and half of that is from the Middle East.
The fastest-growing contributor to that deficit that we have is Iraq.
So it is ironic that we would have to depend on Iraq for our ability
to fight a war against Iraq, and that is kind of the situation that
we are in.

So we in Oklahoma right now are complying, and I do not think
this approach is going to be working, and quite frankly, I do not
think it is going to—I think it will pass the conference, and there
are a lot of people here in the room who would be very distressed
for a period of time. But I cannot imagine that this will pass the
floor. We will at that point be making some challenges, some
amendments, and trying to come up with a compromise that is bet-
ter, particularly for States like my State of Oklahoma.

[The prepared statement of Senator Inhofe follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. INHOFE, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF
OKLAHOMA

I am afraid that our chairman has not come close to fully considering all the
issues associated with his proposal. If such legislation is to ever be enacted into law,
the compromise, unlike S. 556, must contemplate and balance our nation’s existing
environmental achievements and energy supply and security.

First, I believe S. 556 to be inequitable to require an across the board reduction
in pollutants when states, such as Oklahoma, currently emit well below the national
averages. According to EPA, Oklahoma is in attainment with ambient air quality
standards for all six criteria air pollutants—carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, lead,
PM, ozone and sulfur dioxide. Let me specifically address SOx, NOx, Mercury, and
Carbon emissions in Oklahoma:

SOx: Oklahoma coal fired power plants had an average SO, emission rate, which
is approximately half of the U.S. national average coal fired emission rate. As a re-
sult, Oklahoma already over-complies with its Phase II Acid Rain program alloca-
tion by 27 percent.

NOx: Oklahoma’s coal-fired stations had an average NOx emission rate of roughly
20 percent below the national coal-fired emission and 10 percent below its 1995 av-
erage rate.

Mercury: According to EPA Oklahoma mercury emissions from coal fired utility
boilers are 1.8 percent of the nationwide total.

Carbon: The regulation of CO, would make the price and availability of energy
a national crisis—at a scale that our nation has never before experienced.

Oklahoma’s environmental profile mirrors that of many western States. Oklahoma
does not have SOx, NOx, or Mercury problems. Therefore, before we are asked to
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reduce our emissions even further, other States in the Midwest and North East
should be expected to get their emission levels down to the levels cleaner States are
today. It is ridiculous to impose percentage reductions on us—at enormous marginal
expense—before those regions who have significant air problems do their part.

Second, by limiting fuel options for power generation, increasing the cost of elec-
tricity to Americans, and stopping the construction of new generating facilities, S.
556 is the very antithesis of sound national energy policy. Coal-fired units provide
61.2 percent of the Oklahoma’s electric generation. S. 556 would significantly
change the source of energy in Oklahoma away from coal. Oklahoma utilities de-
pend upon coal for power because of its much lower fuel cost versus natural gas and
it’s a clean source of energy. Since fuel costs account for the bulk of electric gener-
ating costs, Oklahoma’s coal use has kept power rates lower than neighboring States
of Arkansas, Kansas, Missouri and Texas.

According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Oklahoma utility rates averaged
5.37 cents per kilo Watt Hour. That is 19 percent less that the national average
power rate. These utility rates are much lower than States that depend heavily
upon natural gas (e.g., New York, New Jersey, California ) or oil/renewables (e.g.,
Maine) for generation. When legislation is rushed into effect without adequate
thought, it is likely to do more harm than good. Let’s not forget. When the price
of energy rises that means the less fortunate in our society must make a decision
between keeping the heat and lights on or paying for other essential needs.

As a Senator and grandfather, I want to ensure the cleanest environment for our
nation. The real challenge with dealing with this issue isn’t getting just environ-
mental protection or just affordable energy. The real challenge is getting both. S.
556 does not even come close to getting us both, and a compromise is a lot of hard
work away. That is why, with so many enormous issues to tackle pertaining to S.
556 or other similar legislation, I think a markup in the near future would be a
futile and divisive exercise. Rather than simply marking up a bill, which would be
dead-on-arrival, a much more constructive exercise for the committee would be to
work on a compromise with Energy, Interior, and EPA and all the other relevant
agencies and stakeholders.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you very much, Senator.

Our first witness has now arrived. Congressman Boehlert would
you mind coming forward?

Senator CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, are we going to have an op-
portunity for opening statements?

Senator JEFFORDS. Yes, after Sherwood Boehlert.

Welcome. I appreciate your cooperation and being with me in
this endeavor. We've had many good times together and fought
many battles, and we’ve got another big one on our hands. Please

proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. SHERWOOD BOEHLERT, U.S.
REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Representative BOEHLERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am glad
to see some good friends up there—friends, Senators.

Thank you for allowing me to appear at this important hearing.
My testimony will be brief. I am really here to make one simple,
but significant point. The four-pollutant bill has bicameral and bi-
partisan, I guess I should say tripartisan, support. Congressman
Waxman and I are as committed as ever to moving forward with
the companion four-pollutant bill we introduced in the House.

Now, some may say, how can we talk about environmental legis-
lation at a time like this? My response is that just as we are being
urged to carry on with our daily lives despite terrorist threats, we
must carry on with the full gamut of our legislative business in the
face of these threats. We must do so because our environmental
problems are just as real, just as significant, and just as solvable
as they were before September 11.
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The lakes in the Adirondacks are still acidifying. The ecological
and economic consequences of that acidification are still serious.
The obvious damage caused by terrorists does not make the insid-
ious damage caused by pollution any less threatening. Indeed, the
consequences of global climate change will still be with us long
after the war in Afghanistan is a distant event students will have
to learn about from history books.

Now, even those who accept this analysis may say, OK, but
should we be passing laws now that could make us more dependent
on imported sources of energy? My answer is that we ought to be
attacking our dependence on foreign oil primarily by becoming
more energy efficient and developing alternative fuels, not by
blithely ignoring the long-term environmental and economic costs
associated with our continuing dependence on coal. Moreover, coal
would still be a significant fuel after the passage of a four-pollutant
bill and substitutes for coal are readily available in North America.

So I think that if anything, the debate this committee is begin-
ning to bring to a head is long overdue, and I hope this hearing
will be a first step in bringing all the Federal, State and private
sector players to the table for serious and relatively swift discus-
sions about how to phase in a strict four-pollutant regime, a cost-
effective regime that would give Americans cleaner air, while giv-
ing utilities greater regulatory certainty.

Let me emphasize, though, that regulatory certainty should come
to be only as part of a new regime that will significantly reduce the
emissions from power generation. I would strongly oppose making
any changes in new source review unless they are implemented as
part of and at the same time as a new pollution control regime.

Let me add with my own committee hat on that we are being
pushed toward a new pollution control regime by science. The more
we learn about air emissions, the more we understand the impera-
tive to limit them.

For example, the new studies of acid rain that were released this
past spring indicated clearly that without further cuts in both sul-
fur dioxide and nitrogen oxide, acid rain will continue to deplete
soils, damage trees, acidify lakes and kill fish. The good news,
though, is that the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments are having a
noticeable positive impact, demonstrating that we have the power
to remedy the situation.

Similarly, the National Academy of Sciences review of climate
change science issued this past spring at the request of the Presi-
dent clearly indicates that despite continuing uncertainties, climate
change is a real and serious threat. But there, too, reviews such
as the Department of Energy’s Five Laboratories studies indicate
that we have the wherewithal to attack the problem.

So Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, I want to con-
gratulate you for having this hearing, and I urge you to move for-
ward as swiftly as possible with a four-pollutant bill. On the other
side of the Capitol and on both sides of the aisle, we’re ready to
work with you.

Thank you very much.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you for an excellent statement, and 1
deeply appreciate your cooperation and look forward to working
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with you. This is a most critical issue, as you know, in this nation,
and I would like to ask you a couple of questions.

What are the obstacles in the House to moving forward with a
4-P legislation?

Representative BOEHLERT. Well, I think we are advancing. We
have 112 cosponsors of our bill now, and I think it is one of
prioritizing. Obviously first and foremost, we are all concerned
about the aftermath of September 11 and we are dealing, for exam-
ple, today somewhat belatedly with the airline security bill, but we
are going to deal with it. We have dealt with antiterrorism legisla-
tion. We have dealt with a lot of other issues that directly relate
to the horrific episode of September 11.

That does not mean we should stop all other activity. I would
point out that we have a sizable and growing number of Repub-
licans who are just as concerned as you and I are about this issue.
I think when all is said and done, the likelihood of getting some-
thing done this year is diminished day by day, but next year I
think we will do it.

Do you want to know what? It not only is good policy, but it is
good politics. We've got an election coming next year, and the
American people are going to ask us, what are you doing about this
very important issue? And I think we are prepared to respond with
some solid legislation.

Senator Smith, welcome. Good to see you.

Senator SMITH. Good to see you.

Senator JEFFORDS. The EPA and the EIA analysis we requested
came back with a rather gloomy view of technology innovation.
What are your thoughts on that?

Representative BOEHLERT. Well listen, we are going to promote
technology innovation. I am privileged to chair the Committee on
Science and we are doing a lot of things to get more investment
within the Federal Government. But if the world out there sees
that we are really serious about this, and I know you are and I am
and others on this committee are, that innovation will come be-
cause there will be an incentive to invest. But the fact of the mat-
ter is, even using existing innovation, existing technology, we can
do the job.

I can recall back in 1990 when President Bush signed the Clean
Air Act Amendments, a lot of people thought that was a minor mir-
acle, but it was achieved. I hate to think of where we would be
today if that legislation were not in effect.

Senator JEFFORDS. Senator Smith?

Senator SMITH. I don’t really have any questions of Congressman
Boehlert. I do have a statement I would like to make, but if others
have questions of the Congressman, I don’t want to hold him up.

Senator JEFFORDS. What I want to do is to let Sherry go first,
but I am going to have everyone have an opportunity to ask ques-
tions. I will make my statement, and then we will go back to reg-
ular order, but I want to take care of my good friend from the
House.

Representative BOEHLERT. Thank you very much.

Senator JEFFORDS. Senator Voinovich?

Senator VOINOVICH. I have looked at your legislation, and to be
very frank with you, it would be a disaster for my State and for
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the manufacturing sector of the United States of America. Terrible.
You have mentioned that there are alternative energy sources that
could make up for perhaps coal. My statistics show that 0.1 of 1
percent of the energy in this country is being produced by renew-
ables. If you look at the demand for energy in this country and look
at our inability to provide for that energy demand that is going to
be there, to not look at increasing gas, oil, coal, nuclear energy to
meet that need puts us in a very, very bad position and a position
where we will be relying too heavily on foreign sources of energy
and not be competitive in that global marketplace in terms of this
nation.

I would just like you to comment how you think that renewables
are going to make up for legislation that I think we can prove will
put coal out of business in the United States of America.

Representative BOEHLERT. Senator, I don’t think it would put
coal out of business by any stretch of the imagination. We get more
than 50 percent of our energy needs from the coal industry, and as
a matter of fact in my capacity as Chairman of the Science Com-
mittee, we worked very well with the coal industry on clean coal
technology legislation.

It is inevitable that we are going to be using coal for a long, long
time to come. Let’s use cleaner coal. But your statement just gave
me one of the best testimonies I have heard for supporting my ef-
fort to increase CAFE standards for automobiles, for trucks and
suburbans. As a matter of fact, if we do that we will save a lot.
We will lessen the demand. We should not always think about the
supply side of the equation. I am just as interested as you are in
making sure the dynamic manufacturing sector in America con-
tinues to be dynamic. I want to work with them in cooperation and
make sure they thrive, but they also should work with me and you
and all of us on the committee to make sure the American people
are factored into the overall equation in terms of their health and
welfare and daily well-being.

So I think we can do this in a responsible way that will not un-
duly burden any one sector of the economy; that will divert the at-
tention from always focusing on the supply side of the equation and
begin for all of us to think seriously about the demand side. We can
address that.

Senator VOINOVICH. Well, my feeling is this, is that unless we sit
govgn and really negotiate these numbers, that nothing is going to

e done.

Representative BOEHLERT. I would agree with that, Senator.

Senator VOINOVICH. Because those of us from the Midwest that
are getting clobbered today and are in recession are going to do ev-
erything we can because if we don’t stop this, we feel it is going
to kill our economy. So it seems to me that what we need to do is
to sit down and try and rationalize these things together, looking
at clean coal technology, looking at ways that we can get conserva-
tion.

The numbers that are in this bill are devastating, and it is really
important that on a bipartisan, regional basis, we sit down and
start to talk about this realistically, taking into consideration that
we want to improve the air in this country and public health, but
at the same time provide reasonable energy for the people in this



113

nation, including our manufacturing sector, which is the backbone
of the American economy.

Representative BOEHLERT. Senator, I couldn’t agree more. I am
a realist and I know from reviewing your very distinguished career,
you are too. Nothing is set in concrete. You can’t be all for or all
against. You've got to sit down at the table and talk reason. But
in the final analysis, we have to do a hell of a lot better than we
are now doing to protect the health and well-being of the American
people. I think you are as committed to the proposition as I am.

So there is room for discussion and compromise. But we should
not come to this hearing or any hearing with a closed mind. So I
am most anxious to work with you and other colleagues on the
committee and the distinguished Chairman to do just that. In the
final analysis, it does not serve us well if we cleanup the air and
kill industry. I don’t want to do that. My people work in industry
just like your people do.

I will tell you this, my experience in working very hard for a long
time on the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, I mean, I came
to Congress in 1982, first elected, freshman in 1983, I came with
the notion I was going to do something about acid rain because it
was systematically destroying the lakes in the beautiful Adiron-
dacks. Five hundred of those lakes are now dead.

I was an instant success. It only took me 8 years to do anything.
But in the final analysis, when I was developing that Clean Air Act
Amendment with my colleague from California, Congressman Wax-
man, I didn’t spend all the time talking with my colleagues in the
Green community. I proudly identify with them. I spent the vast
majority of my time talking to the people in the utility industry
from places like Ohio and Indiana, because I knew they were going
to be most severely impacted, and it would be a heavy negative im-
pact unless we did it right.

In the final analysis, we worked out some agreement, some ad-
justment, some compromises and we got a bill that President Bush
signed on November 15, 1990. The utility industry in Ohio and In-
diana didn’t stand up and cheer when that passed because that
made life a little more difficult for them. But they understood it
was responsible legislation because we sort of worked it out to-
gether, and they did not try to put up roadblocks.

So I will work with you, Senator, or anyone else who is as com-
mitted as you are to doing the right thing for the right reasons.
But I say if we come to this discussion with an open mind, we have
a great opportunity ahead of us.

Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator VOINOVICH. Thank you.

Senator JEFFORDS. Senator Chafee?

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I know you have worked hard on this, and Senator Smith also.
I commend you both for your hard work, and as we just heard in
the exchange, this is going to take delicate compromise to come up
with a good bill. T look forward to working with everybody on that.

[The prepared statement of Senator Chafee follows:]
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STATEMENT OF HON. LINCOLN CHAFEE, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF RHODE
IsLAND

Senator Jeffords, thank you for holding today’s hearing on the Clean Power Act.
I commend you on placing clean air on the top of your priority list. I must also
thank Senator Smith for his work over the last 2 years on a multi-pollutant ap-
proach to addressing the nation’s clean air concerns.

Let me start off by clearly stating that Congress must pass legislation that re-
quires power plants to reduce emissions that contribute to acid rain, smog, res-
piratory disease, and global warming. Legislation should be enacted to provide re-
ductions of nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulfur dioxide (SOx), mercury, and carbon dioxide
(COy). As this committee has heard, there is significant disagreement over the inclu-
sion or exclusion of carbon dioxide in any given proposal. However, science has indi-
cated that the continued overproduction of carbon dioxide increasingly threatens the
long-term health of our planet. I firmly believe that the United States, as the
world’s leading industrial nation, must take the lead in curbing the disastrous ef-
fects of carbon dioxide overproduction.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you.

Representative BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, it’s good to come over
here and see all my former colleagues.

Senator JEFFORDS. Yes, well, it is good to have you over here and
straighten them out.

Representative BOEHLERT. Thank you very much.

[Laughter.]

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. JEFFORDS,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF VERMONT

Senator JEFFORDS. We will now sort of go back to regular order.
I am going to make my opening statement, and then Senator Smith
and others can make their opening statements.

Today, the committee will hear testimony from Federal and State
witnesses on S. 556, the Clean Power Act. We have asked them to
tell us about the impact of this legislation on the environment, air
quality goals, the economy and energy supply. We have also asked
£011r1 their suggestions for any improvements or amendments to the

ill.

Unfortunately, because of the transportation delays, my friend,
Governor Howard Dean of Vermont, will be unable to testify as
planned. I am hopeful that he might be able to make it to the next
committee hearing on multi-pollutants, which is scheduled for
Thursday, November 15. However, I am pleased to welcome Sherry
Boehlert, and we have heard from him, and are certainly pleased
that he could be here.

This is a busy day, so I will keep my remarks short and encour-
age everyone to do the same.

Since the horrific events of September 11 and the more recent
terrorism in these very buildings and around Washington, our
world seems increasingly uncertain. Places we thought were secure
now appear unsafe. Even the air we breathe cannot be taken for
granted, we have found. My brief trip into the Hart Building last
Thursday showed me how hard it is to walk around while only ex-
haling. It’s very hard to do. You ought to try that.

[Laughter.]

Senator JEFFORDS. I don’t mean to make light of the anthrax
threat. It has caused great dislocation, inconvenience and several
deaths. This is a serious and acute threat to our nation’s capital
and its people. The response was a little disorganized at first, since
who could envision or predict the evil insanity of terrorists willing
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to use such weapons? Now, however, Americans are rising to the
challenge. They are using their ingenuity to combat the health
threat and our vast scientific know-how is being employed to track
down those dangerous people.

We are good at responding to short-term threats. Unfortunately,
we don’t do as well with long-term threats. That is why we are
here today. That requires coordinated planning over the years, like
global warming or acid rain. However, we know the world is warm-
ing, and that man-made emissions are primarily responsible for the
warming. If we don’t swiftly and radically change our behavior,
Boston’s weather will probably become more like Richmond’s in the
next 50 years.

We also know that power plant pollution contributes to acid rain,
causes lung disease and premature mortality, and a host of other
problems. These are sometimes hard to see, because they take
longer to clearly manifest than the effects of biological weapons.
However, like this current plague, once the symptoms are full-
blown, a cure is costly and difficult at best. We would be better off
to take actions now to avert catastrophic necessities in the future.

I am appreciate that the Energy Information Administration has
provided the committee with the analysis we requested in a timely
fashion. I thank them. Late yesterday, we finally received the
EPA’s analysis after much delay. Unfortunately, its late arrival
gave us very little time to review it. If we are going to really meet
the multi-pollutant challenge, I hope there will be more cooperation
and openness than has occurred thus far.

It will also take a much healthier dose of optimism about our
ability to engineer solutions to achieve ambitious goals. Unfortu-
nately, both analyses failed to address perhaps the most funda-
mental matter: What are the costs of full implementation of the ex-
isting statutory and regulatory requirements, including the mer-
cury rule and the fine particulate matter standard

Without that information, it is impossible to determine the true
incremental costs of any additional control requirements. That is
the same question that the committee asked the Administrator 2
months ago, with no response. I am a patient man, as my col-
leagues know. I am also respectful of the situation in which the
White House, the Administration now face. But the time for delay
is over and important work should resume. Climate change, in par-
ticular, must be addressed.

The industrialized nations of the world are meeting in Marra-
kesh right now to discuss self-imposed carbon limits. Yet the larg-
est emitter, the United States, will sit idly by without a plan. That
is just not wise, nor is it sensible to be disengaged from helping the
Congress develop smart and constructive environmental policy.

I am hopeful that these things will change. I will continue to do
my part, including the development of legislation to cap carbon
emissions in other sectors, and other efforts to stimulate carbon re-
ductions. We all need to work together a little harder to leave the
next generation with a cleaner environment.

Despite these troubled times, we have a responsibility to plan for
a future where the air is safe to breathe and the world is more pre-
dictable.

Senator Smith?
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BOB SMITH, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

Senator SMITH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I was interested to hear your talk on delays. As you know, the
Senate passed a brownfields bill that we finally got unclogged after
years and years and years of being held up. It passed at 99 to noth-
ing. It is now being held up in the House over Davis-Bacon because
a few Democrat members have decided that that needs to be at-
tached to the bill so we can run the costs up more to do the
brownfield cleanups. This is the kind of thing that happens around
here that frustrates all of us, and so I guess we shouldn’t be too
upset with the delays, but it is frustrating, I tell you.

I want to thank all the witnesses, and a special welcome to Ken
Colburn who came down from New Hampshire, who will be on one
of the—I believe the third panel. He does a great job for the people
in the State, and has been very helpful to me and my staff, and
I appreciate it, Ken.

Mr. Chairman, I have long been a proponent of reducing utility
emissions, as you know. But I have a little bit of a different per-
spective. We all seek the same goal here. But I believe unfortu-
nately current law fosters a combative relationship that does too
little to increase environmental protection, and too much to in-
crease litigation, delay, uncertainty and so forth. In many ways,
the law actually contributes as an obstacle to cleaning up the air.

Now, the bottom line is that we have a system that discourages
new energy production, increases the cost for current production
and delays environmental protection. This is just simply unaccept-
able. I would like to change it. I know many of my colleagues would
like to change it. I began an inclusive process when I was the
chairman 2 years ago, and I applaud you, Senator Jeffords, for con-
tinuing to have that kind of inclusive process and discussion. We
have differences, but that’s life and we will try to work them out.

It is vital, though, that we reduce our emissions, and at the same
time separate ourselves from the current command and control sys-
tem that really helps no one. The command and control system is
not effective and not efficient. We need to embrace free market
mechanisms that rely on innovation. Innovation and technology 1
day, and maybe not too far away, is going to make regulation a
thing of the past. If innovation and technology move past regula-
tion, then we don’t need to worry about regulation. We will do more
if we are ahead of the game with innovation and technology, then
we can let regulation sit aside and not worry about it. Believe me,
it is happening in other countries of the world.

We have a successful model to follow right here in the United
States—Congressman Boehlert mentioned it—and that is the Acid
Rain Program. I would like to, with the help of a couple of charts
here, clearly we need further reductions in sulfur emissions, but no
other environmental program compares with the efficiency and the
effectiveness of the Acid Rain Program. It was criticized. We have
seen compliance under this program exceed 99 percent. You tell me
one environmental program that has been 99 percent successful.
Many of the reductions were realized ahead of schedule, and this
map proves it.
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There was concern that the acid rain cap-and-trade program
would create so called “hot spots,” and EPA data has shown that
is not occurring. On the contrary, if you look at this chart, it shows
the monitored reductions in SO, deposition due to the Acid Rain
Program. The map on the left shows deposition for 1989 through
1991, and the map on the right, for 1997 and 1999. Look at the
difference. The red is the bad spots, and then in 1991, now in 1997
and 1999, you can see how much that has diminished. Where are
the hot spots? There aren’t any. The significant reduction in red
and yellow areas on the map indicate that the most adversely af-
fected areas have seen the greatest environmental benefit from the
Acid Rain Program. The existing hot spots have cooled, and new
ones have not occurred.

Finally, one last success of this program has been the steady de-
cline in estimates of annual compliance costs. The next chart, ev-
erybody said this was going to cost $7 billion to $10 billion, maybe
more—the sky is the limit. It has cost about $1 billion. Look at the
effectiveness. This was cap-and-trade. This was trade. It worked. It
was market-based. It was flexible. It was incentive-driven, and it
has proven that the most effective and efficient environmental pro-
gram on the books works. If you could do it on acid rain, we can
do it on other emissions as well, and we have proven we can do
it.

So let’s move to innovation and replace regulation. I want to
thank Chairman Jeffords for his leadership on this, but there is a
lot of work to be done. With all due respect, S. 556 is not ready
for markup yet. Discussions with members simply have not yet got-
ten to the point where we are ready for a vote on the bill, and I
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think if we could have that discussion, Senator Voinovich and I and
others, we can make this a reality.

There is a lot to do to establish the broad support that we need,
Mr. Chairman, in order to get legislation passed. If it is passed by
a one-vote margin or up or down on Republicans one side, Demo-
crats the other, it is not going to go anywhere. We need a con-
sensus, otherwise we are not going to get progress. Even sometimes
when you get a consensus and you pass a bill out of here, like
brownfields, you still can’t get it passed, which is the frustrating
thing, as I said.

It is my hope that this will be the first in a long line of legisla-
tive hearings, which I know you are prepared to do, where mem-
bers are able to discuss options. I don’t think we are very far away
from reaching that consensus. I worked on this for 2 years as the
chairman. We had a lot of meetings, a lot of discussions, there are
lot of people very interested, both in industry and in the environ-
mental community, to make this happen. There are some great
models out there—acid rain here; the nation of Holland, which
Governor Whitman is very aware of in terms of what they are
doing with pilot projects there to reduce emissions, as opposed to
with true innovation and technology, and not with regulation.

If we do this right, with flexibility, market-based emissions trad-
ing, and clear limits, we will create a system that not only reduces
air pollution, but costs less, while still enhancing fuel diversity.
Both EIA and EPA have completed analysis of multiple pollutant
reductions scenarios, and Senator Voinovich and I have requested
those. Both indicate that we can make dramatic reductions for an
annual cost that is below the original cost estimates for the Acid
Rain Program—significant reductions in NOx, SOx, SO, mercury—
EPA’s analysis also includes CO,—for less than the expected cost
for partial reductions in just SO,. What is more, coal consumption
in the East increased in this analysis. This makes me optimistic
that we can improve on the current system.

So I look forward to working with all my colleagues to make this
happen.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator JEFFORDS. Well, thank you, Senator Smith.

I want to give all Senators a chance to comment, but we have
a long list of witnesses also, so I would appreciate it if you could
be brief.

Senator Boxer?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BARBARA BOXER,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Senator BOXER. Mr. Chairman, I will summarize my statement
and ask unanimous consent that it be included in the record in its
entirety.

Senator JEFFORDS. That is granted.

Senator BOXER. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, thanks for holding this hearing. As you probably
know, I am a strong supporter of your legislation, and I was
pleased to be an original cosponsor when you introduced the bill
last November. I might say, Mr. Chairman, I hope we are as suc-
cessful in this legislation as we were in getting the standard for ar-
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senic reduced. As we all know today reading the paper, the Admin-
istration has gone from the 50 part per billion to 10, based on their
own study. We were telling them all along that we had enough
studies. This one even told them it ought to go lower than 10, be-
cause even at 10, the cancer risk is higher than what EPA puts for-
ward as a goal.

The bottom line is, we were successful. We kept the light on this,
if you will, and I hope that you will do the same with your bill,
because by requiring power plants to reduce emissions of sulfur, ni-
trogen, mercury and carbon dioxide, the bill will lead to great im-
provements in air quality, which will greatly benefit public health.
That’s our mission, it seems to me, is to benefit public health.

I just want to flag three areas quickly that I will be watching
that concern me. If we do move forward to a compromise, which
Senator Smith I think rightly points out we might, I just want to
let him know and others the areas I will be watching. First of all,
as introduced, the bill is a supplement to existing Clean Air Act
regulations, not a replacement. I think it must stay that way, and
I will oppose efforts to use this bill as an excuse to weaken or
eliminate existing protections found in Title I of the Clean Air Act.

Second, the bill covers four pollutants, and to my mind that must
not change because the science overwhelmingly shows that climate
change is a reality. We cannot credibly address that problem with-
out reducing carbon dioxide emissions. “Some Like It Hot” might
have been a great movie, but I don’t think it should be the motto
of our country’s environmental policy. Global warming is an issue
that must be addressed.

Let me say third, there may be some interest in attaching provi-
sions which will allow power plants to avoid reducing carbon emis-
sions if they create carbon sinks that literally store carbon in var-
ious forms. Forests, for example, serve as a natural repository of
carbon. I am definitely intrigued by the possibility of a win-win sit-
uation, at least the protection of forests, and to reduction in the
amount of carbon in the atmosphere, but I think it is very impor-
tant'i{ we not leap to that solution unless we know it really will
work.

Finally, I do not dismiss cost considerations at all, but I believe
that we must always remember the costs associated with illness in
the general public—respiratory illness, cancer and the like. It is
hard for a person to put a price on a family member’s health.

So I look forward to working with you. I am very excited about
moving forward on this.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Senator Boxer follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. BARBARA BOXER, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA

I want to thank the chairman for holding this hearing. I am a strong supporter
of your legislation and was pleased to be an original cosponsor when you introduced
the bill last November.

By requiring power plants to reduce emissions of sulfur, nitrogen, mercury, and
carbon dioxide, this bill will lead to important improvements in air quality that will
provide great benefits to public health and environmental quality.

1As the debate and discussions about this bill move forward, there are three spe-
cific aspects of this bill that I will be watching carefully. First, as introduced, this
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bill is a supplement to existing Clean Air Act regulations, not a replacement for ex-
isting protections. It must stay that way.

I will strongly oppose efforts to use this bill as an excuse to weaken or eliminate
existing protections found in Title 1 of the Clean Air Act.

Second, this bill covers four pollutants. This also must not change. A 3-pollutants
bill—one that excludes carbon dioxide as the Administration has suggested—is not
acceptable. Indeed, it is irresponsible. There is no way that we can credibly address
power plant emissions without including standards for carbon dioxide. The science
overwhelmingly shows that climate change is a reality, and we cannot credibly ad-
dress that problem without reducing carbon dioxide emissions.

“Some Like It Hot” may have been a great movie, but it must not become the
motto of this country’s environmental policy. I would remind my colleagues that the
carbon standard this bill sets is a standard that the first Bush Administration com-
mitted to meet—and that the Senate committed to meet when it ratified the United
Nations Convention on Global Climate Change. We have done little to fulfill that
commitment. This bill would help us to begin to remedy that.

Third, I understand that there may be some interest in attaching provisions to
this bill that would allow power plants to avoid reducing carbon emissions if they
create carbon “sinks.”—that literally store carbon in various forms. Forests, for ex-
ample, serve as a natural repository of carbon.

I am intrigued by the possibility of a win-win situation that leads to the protec-
tion of forests and to a reduction in the amount of carbon in the atmosphere. How-
ever, many questions remain about the long-term effectiveness of carbon sinks.

Until those issues can be resolved, I am skeptical that such a provision should
be used to exempt utilities from real emission reductions. Instead, perhaps we
should promote pilot projects that can test the benefits of so-called carbon sinks.

Let me make one final point, Mr. Chairman. I expect that we will hear concerns
about the expense of these regulations. These are the same arguments that are
raised any time a new environmental standard is proposed. While I don’t dismiss
cost considerations, I believe that the benefits these regulations will bring to human
health and the environment are priceless. I look forward to working with the chair-
man to help move this bill forward as quickly as possible.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Campbell?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO

Senator CAMPBELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I think Senate Bill 556 is probably a good vehicle for debate, but
I am inclined to think, as Senator Inhofe stated earlier, that it will
never become law. I would like to welcome my fellow Coloradan
who seems to be the sole voice from the West testifying before this
committee. Mr. Dave Ouimette, I have not met Dave, so I am not
sure where he is sitting. Dave, nice to have you here, and I am
pleased that you are here, but I have to express my disappointment
that the West is not better represented. Perhaps that is fitting
since Western States really have a single voice in this matter, and
I think most of them would be opposed to S. 556.

I respectfully submit, Mr. Chairman, that this bill fails to ac-
knowledge the inherent differences between air quality in the East
versus the West in several says. First, this bill would impose sig-
nificant reductions in nitrogen oxide emissions throughout the en-
tire country. However, scientific data raises the issue whether in
the West whether we even have a nitrogen oxide problem.

Second, the bill ignores ongoing regional initiatives and ap-
proaches dealing with the air issues, particularly in the West. For
example, the Western Regional Air Partnership is in consultation
with EPA to develop a Western Sulfur Dioxide Reduction Program
on a reduction schedule that is far different from that proposed in
this bill.
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Also, the bill does not allow for flexible solutions for local air
problems to be addressed through local partnerships. A few years
ago, through legislation passed in the Colorado State Legislature,
Excel Energy entered into an agreement with the State to dramati-
cally reduce sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide emissions in the
Denver metro area. That agreement represents an innovative part-
nership with industry and local residents to craft a realistic solu-
tion based on local needs. This bill threatens the future of these
agreements and could undermine those that have already been
reached.

The purpose of reducing carbon dioxide emissions is not pollution
abatement, but combating greenhouse gases. President Bush took
a very strong position in opposing the Kyoto Protocol, yet this bill
would have us circumvent his position. I would remind my col-
leagues that we had a vote, as I remember it, 98 to nothing to op-
pose implementing that Kyoto Accord. Assuming that we were to
include carbon dioxide as a pollutant and contradict our president,
and what would implementing that Kyoto Accord give us, except a
bigger deterioration in our manufacturing and a higher unemploy-
ment rate? A new book by the European statistics Professor Bjorn
Lomborg found that implementing the Kyoto Protocol could cost the
world’s industrialized nations $80 billion to $350 billion per year,
only to postpone the warming for 6 years. Even the former Clinton
officials admitted that their projected cost to implement the Kyoto
Accord at around $12 billion a year for the United States alone was
unrealistically low.

In the West, more than 80 percent of our electricity, Mr. Chair-
man, is coal-fired. Coal-burning facilities are a major source of car-
bon dioxide, therefore dramatic reductions in carbon dioxide dis-
proportionately affects the West and imposes additional costs on
rate-payers who are already forced to deal with spikes and rolling
blackouts.

In short, S. 556 amounts to an eastern fix to address largely
eastern problems being forced on the West. I would like to say, Mr.
Chairman, if we do not recognize that in the Bush energy plan,
which had about 120 parts, there were sections dealing with renew-
able energy and alternative energy and conservation and increased
CAFE standards. I think all of us support those sections.

There were really smaller areas that dealt with increasing our
energy independence. If September 11 didn’t teach us anything at
all, it should have taught us that there is a connection between our
energy dependence and our national security. I think one of my col-
leagues alluded to this already, but we are importing more oil from
Iraq now than we did before the war, and we know that the money
is being used to re-arm, I suppose with the intention of killing
more Americans sooner or later, and yet it is our money being used
against us.

We know that millions—one-third of our whole trade deficit deals
with oil now—and some of that money, a good deal of it, goes to
the Saudis who produce about 25 percent of the world’s oil. We
know, as a member of the extended royal family, some of that
money one way or another ends up getting into the hands of Mr.
bin Laden, and we all know what his objective is in this country,
too.
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So I have to tell you, Mr. Chairman, those ships, planes and
tanks don’t run on solar power, and we do not have any kind of
a substitute for high BTU hydrocarbon energy at the present time.
I would think that it would really be bad to further handicap our-
selves by bad legislation that would make us more dependent on
those very people who want to kill us.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Senator Campbell follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE
OF COLORADO

I would like to take a moment to welcome a fellow Coloradan, and the sole voice
from the West testifying before this committee, Mr. Dave Ouimette. Although I am
pleased to see Mr. Ouimette, I must express my disappointment that this committee
has not sought greater representation from those west of the Mississippi.

Perhaps, it is fitting that Western States have a singular voice here today since
such under representation mirrors the lack of deference that this bill gives to West-
ern interests. This bill fails to acknowledge the inherent differences between air
quality in the East versus the West in several ways.

First, S. 556 would impose significant reductions in nitrogen oxide emissions
throughout the entire country. However, data raises issue whether the West even
has a NOx problem at all. Second, this bill ignores ongoing regional initiatives and
approaches dealing with air issues particular to the West. For example, the Western
Regional Air Partnership (WRAP) is in consultation with the EPA to develop a
Western sulfur dioxide reduction program on a reduction schedule far different from
that proposed in S. 556.

Also, this bill does not allow for flexible solutions to local air problems to be ad-
dressed through local partnerships. A few years ago, through legislation passed in
the Colorado State legislature, Xcel Energy entered into an agreement with the
State to dramatically reduce sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide emissions in the Den-
ver metro area. That agreement represents an innovative partnership with industry
and local residents to craft realistic solutions based on local preferences. This bill
threﬁte(}ins the future of such agreements, and could undermine those already
reached.

Furthermore, the inclusion of reductions in carbon dioxide emissions in a reform
bill of the Clean Air Act necessarily assumes that carbon dioxide is a pollutant when
it clearly is not. The purpose of reducing carbon dioxide emissions is not pollution
abatement but combating green house gases. President Bush took a strong and
brave position in opposing the Kyoto Protocol. Yet, this bill would have us cir-
cumvent our Commander-in-Chief and impose Kyoto-like reductions. Assuming that
we were to include carbon dioxide as a pollutant and contradict our President, what
would implementing the Kyoto reductions get us? A new book by a European statis-
tics professor, Bjorn Lomborg, found that implementing the Kyoto Protocol would
cost the world’s industrialized nations $80 to $350 billion per year only to postpone
warming by 6 years, from 2094 to 2100. Even former Clinton officials admitted that
their projected costs to implement the Kyoto Protocol, at around $12 billion per year
for the U.S. alone, were unrealistically low.

Where before this bill fails to account for air quality in the West, the carbon diox-
ide reduction provisions fail to acknowledge that more than 80 percent of electricity
in Colorado is coal fired. Coal-burning facilities are major sources of carbon dioxide.
Therefore, dramatic reductions in carbon dioxide disproportionately affects the West,
and imposes additional costs on ratepayers who are already forced to deal with
spikes and rolling blackouts.

If carbon dioxide is not a pollutant; if the dramatic reductions this bill calls for
are unrealistic and costly; and if such reductions disproportionately disadvantage
one region of the country that which is so under represented here today, then why
are we addressing carbon dioxide in this bill? To be honest, I don’t know. I hope
that this is not an underhanded attempt to force our nation’s consumers to choose
one energy source over another. Such action would not only be wrong, but be coming
at the worst of times.

In short, S. 556 amounts to an Eastern fix to address largely Eastern problems
being forced on the West. I look forward to working with all of the members of this
committee to achieve a balanced, realistic, and flexible solution to reforming the
Clean Air Act.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you.



123

Senator Voinovich?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE V. VOINOVICH,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Senator VOINOVICH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this
hearing today. I am glad we are moving forward with this impor-
tant work of the committee. This multi-emissions issue is impor-
tant for both the environment and the larger issue of our nation’s
energy policy.

Mr. Chairman, as I said at our hearing on July 26, I remain opti-
mistic that we can reach a bipartisan compromise to continue to
improve the environment and public health, reduce utility emis-
sions, create greater regulatory certainty and ensure the American
consumers will have safe, reliable and cost-effective electricity, par-
ticularly for the least of our brothers and sisters—the elderly and
the low income.

I know today’s hearing is a legislative hearing on the chairman’s
bill, but I would hope we use today’s hearing to explore some of the
broader issues surrounding multi-emissions because I do not be-
lieve that the chairman’s bill is workable as drafted. In addition to
today’s hearing, I understand the chairman is planning on at least
one more legislative hearing to receive testimony. I believe before
the committee acts, several more hearings are in order, particularly
one that I discussed with the chairman and Senator Lieberman on
the availability of control technologies for mercury and CO..

I believe S. 556 as drafted would be disastrous for our energy
supply, our economy and our competitiveness in the global market-
place. While I agree with the goals of the legislation to reduce
emissions from utilities and provide certainty in terms of emission
lloexlzels, the bill offers nothing in terms of providing regulatory flexi-

ility.

The bill also sets emission levels which would lead to higher elec-
tricity prices for consumers, massive fuel switching and an overall
reduction in our gross domestic product of $75 billion by the year
2010 and $150 billion by the year 2020, and the loss of over
600,000 jobs in 2010. These impacts would be felt the hardest in
the Midwest and the Atlantic States, from Florida up to New York.
The Midwest in particular would be hit hard because it is the man-
ufacturing base of our country.

As you can see from this chart, 23 percent of our nation’s GSP,
gross State product for manufacturing, is concentrated in five
States which comprise the Midwest—Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, Illi-
nois and Wisconsin. One of the major reasons manufacturing is
centered in the Midwest is the availability of reasonably priced and
reliable energy and energy sources. This region and its border
States of West Virginia, Pennsylvania, Virginia and Kentucky, are
the source of low-cost, abundant coal and because of the iron ore
coming in from the Great Lakes. This region is the heart of U.S.
manufacturing, not only because of the low-cost energy, but be-
cause of our central location for transportation.

This chart contrasts data with six States of New England. For
years now, the discussion on utility emissions has turned into a re-
gional debate—a regional debate between the Northeast and Mid-
west. I have been involved in this debate since the early 1970’s
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from my time when I was mayor of the city of Cleveland and we
operated a 57-megawatt municipally owned utility called Cleveland
Public Power.

I realize my colleagues in the Northeast will say that higher en-
ergy prices will impact on them as well. But the truth of the mat-
ter is that impacts on the Midwest will have a direct negative im-
pact on the economy of the entire nation. The Midwest represents
23 percent of the U.S. total manufacturing GSP and almost three
million manufacturing jobs, compared to New England’s 5.6 per-
cent of the U.S. total and 615,000 manufacturing jobs.

When energy prices go up, manufacturing declines and workers
are laid off. I think we need to move past the regional differences
and understand that what impacts on the Midwest manufacturing
base has a direct impact on our nation’s economy and our competi-
tiveness in the global marketplace.

Right now, the Midwest and Ohio are in a recession that began
last year, and I want everyone to understand he said that we are
in a recession. We've been in recession in the Midwest. That reces-
sion accelerated when natural gas prices increased fivefold last
winter. Ohio is the leading producer, for example, of polymers in
this country. Natural gas is used as a raw material in their produc-
tion. Higher prices earlier this year took away our international
competitive edge, threatening our domestic industry. That just goes
to reiterate why it is so important that this Congress before we go
home pass an energy bill. It is very important to our economic well-
being and our national security.

Over the last 10 years, Ohio has spent more on emission reduc-
tions than New York, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Connecticut,
Vermont, Rhode Island, Maine, New Hampshire, Maryland, Dela-
ware and Washington, DC combined. We reduced air toxins from
approximately 381 million pounds in 1987 to 144 million pounds in
1996, and I think, Senator Smith, your chart up here showed the
effort that is being made and its impact. When I was Governor, I
convinced AEP to install scrubbers costing $616 million to reduce
SO, emissions at the Gavin facility, which is the largest coal-pow-
ered facility in the United States of America. When I began my
term as Governor, eight of our cities were in nonattainment for
ozone and the current standards that we have now, Mr. Chairman.
Today, all of them comply.

At the same time, our emissions are higher than most other
States, yes, because we produce more manufactured goods than
most other States. That is chart two. You can see from the chart
while Ohio produces 4.6 percent of the total U.S. electricity genera-
tion, we also employ 5.8 percent of the nation’s manufacturing
workforce—733,000 jobs. We also produce 6.2 percent of the na-
tion’s manufacturing gross State product.

Let’s look at chart three. When you compare Ohio’s manufac-
turing production . . .

Senator JEFFORDS. Senator, speed up a bit.

Senator VOINOVICH. I'm going as fast as I can, Mr. Chairman. I
want to say this to you. I know you want me to speed up. I am
talking about the lifeblood of my State. My State is suffering today.
We have had people laid off. I am supporting extending unemploy-
ment benefits and dealing with the health care problems of my peo-
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ple. But this legislation is a threat to my economy, and I would like
an opportunity—it will take me a couple more minutes to share
this with you.

Senator JEFFORDS. I appreciate that. The common practice is 5
minutes and you have gone 7, so please proceed.

Senator VOINOVICH. I am just going to finish up, and I will ask
that this be put into the—I just want you to know, Mr. Chairman,
you and I talked about this a long time. I want to have an energy
policy here. I want to do something about multi-emissions. We’ve
got a lot of people here from Buller’s Place and out in your part
of the country that want to do something about acid rain. We could
very quickly deal with NOx and SOx and get it over with, but this
legislation wants to drag in mercury; wants to drag in CO,. The
bottom line is, it ain’t going to happen because we have large re-
gional differences. The president says if you’ve got CO; in there, he
is going to Kkill the bill. He will veto it.

So we have gone through hearing after hearing after hearing
after hearing. I think we ought to sit down with this like we sat
down with some other things, get a table, get the best people we
can and work at this and come up with something that makes
sense, that will improve the environment, that will improve public
health, and at the same time provide an environment where we
can continue to have reasonable energy costs, continue to burn coal
with clean-coal technology, and look at some of the other energy
sources that we have.

This is really serious. I want to say, this is not the same game
we have had. Our country is in jeopardy today, and part of the rea-
son is because we haven’t got an energy policy.

Thank you.

Senator JEFFORDS. I agree with you on that.

[The prepared statement of Senator Voinovich follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE V. VOINOVICH, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF
OHIO

I would like to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing today. I am
glad we are moving forward with the important work of this committee. The multi-
emissions issue is important for both the environment and the larger issue of our
nation’s energy policy.

Mr. Chairman, as I said at our hearing on July 26, I remain optimistic that we
can reach a bipartisan compromise to continue to improve the environment and pub-
lic health, reduce utility emissions, create greater regulatory certainty, and ensure
that American consumers will have safe, reliable, and cost effective electricity, par-
ticularly for the least of our brothers and sisters who are elderly and low income.

I know today’s hearing is a legislative hearing on the chairman’s bill, S. 556 but
I hope we use today’s hearing to explore some of the broader issues surrounding
multi-emissions because I don’t believe the chairman’s bill is workable as drafted.
I will outline some of my concerns with the bill in a few minutes.

In addition to today’s hearing I understand the chairman is planning at least one
more legislative hearing to receive testimony from some of the interest groups. I be-
lieve before this committee acts, several more hearings are in order, including the
hearing I previously discussed with the chairman and Senator Lieberman on the
availability of control technologies for mercury and CO..

I believe S. 556, as drafted, would be disastrous for our energy supply, our econ-
omy, and our competitiveness in the world marketplace. While I agree with the
goals of the legislation, to reduce emissions from utilities and provide certainty in
terms of emission levels; the bill offers nothing in terms of providing regulatory
flexibility. The bill also sets emissions levels which would lead to higher electricity
prices for consumers, massive fuel switching, an overall reduction in our Gross Do-
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mestic Product of $75 billion by the year 2010, and $150 billion in 2020, and a loss
of over 600,000 jobs in 2010.

These impacts would be felt the hardest in the Midwest and the Atlantic States
(from Florida up to New York). The Midwest in particular would be hit hard be-
cause it is the manufacturing base of our country.

[CHART I]
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As you can see by this chart, 23 percent of our nation’s GSP for manufacturing
is concentrated in the five States which comprise the Midwest; Ohio, Indiana, Michi-
gan, Illinois, and Wisconsin.

One of the major reasons manufacturing is centered in the Midwest is the avail-
ability of reasonably priced and reliable energy and energy sources. This region, and
its border States of West Virginia, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Kentucky are the
source of low cost and abundant coal and because of the iron ore in the Great Lakes.
This region is the heart of U.S. manufacturing not only because of it’s low cost en-
ergy but also because of its central location for transportation.

This chart contrasts the Midwest data with the six States of New England. For
years now the discussion on utility emissions has turned into a regional debate be-
tween the Northeast and the Midwest, and I have been involved in this debate since
the early seventies and from my time as mayor of Cleveland when I operated a 57-
megawatt municipally owned utility, Cleveland Public Power.

I realize my colleagues in the Northeast will say that higher energy prices will
impact them as well. But the truth of the matter is that the impacts on the Midwest
will have a direct, negative impact on the economy of the entire nation. The Mid-
west represents 23 percent of the total U.S. manufacturing GSP (gross State prod-
uct) and almost 3 million manufacturing jobs compared to New England’s 5.6 per-
cent of the U.S. total and 615,000 manufacturing jobs. When energy prices go up,
manufacturing declines and workers are laid off.

I think we need to move past the regional differences and understand that what
affects the Midwestern manufacturing base has a direct impact on our nation’s econ-
omy and our competitiveness in the global marketplace.

Right now Ohio and the Midwest are in a deep recession and although it began
last year, the recession accelerated when natural gas prices increased fivefold last
winter. Ohio is the leading producer of polymers in this country and natural gas
is used as a raw material in their production. The higher prices earlier this year
took away our international competitive edge, threatening our domestic industry.
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By the way, the effect on our economy is one of the reasons Congress needs to
act on developing a national energy policy. What happened last winter underscores
why Congress needs to adopt a national energy policy. The Administration has
acted, the House of Representatives has acted, and it is time for the Senate to act.

Over the last 10 years Ohio has spent more on emissions reductions than New
York, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Vermont, Rhode Island, Maine, New
Hampshire Maryland, Delaware, and Washington DC combined. We reduced air tox-
ins from approximately 381 million pounds in 1987 to 144 million pounds in 1996.
While I was Governor I convinced AEP to install scrubbers costing $616 million to
reduce SO, emissions on the Gavin facility, the largest coal-fired power plant in the
country. When I began my term as Governor, eight of our cities were in nonattain-
ment for ozone. Currently, all 88 Ohio countries are in attainment for the national
ambient air standards. No single State has done more to improve air quality in the
last 10 years than Ohio.

At the same time, our emissions are higher than other States, because we produce
more manufactured goods than most other States.

[CHART II]
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As you can see by this chart, while Ohio produces 4.6 percent of the total U.S.
electricity generation, we also employ 5.8 percent of the nation’s manufacturing
work force (733,610 jobs). We also produce 6.2 percent of the nation’s manufacturing
GSP (gross State product).
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[CHART III]
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When you compare Ohio’s manufacturing production with the New England
States, as you can see on this chart, Ohio’s GSP for manufacturing is higher than
all six of the New England States combined. (93.4 billion for Ohio, compared to 83.8
billion for all of New England.)

Mr. Chairman, I use these charts only to point out that while our electricity gen-
eration is higher, we have also spent more on emissions reductions; and while our
electricity generation is also higher, its because we produce more manufactured
goods. Any legislation which jeopardizes our ability to produce manufactured goods
will jeopardize our nation’s economy.

I am afraid Mr. Chairman, that your proposal as currently drafted will jeopardize
our nation’s economy. I will set aside the CO; issue for a moment (which on its own
would wreck the economy) and just concentrate on the other three pollutants as cov-
ered in your bill.
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[CHART 1V]
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This chart shows the expected costs of four different proposals addressing NOx,
SO, and mercury, according to EIA (Energy Information Administration). The first
three scenarios show 50 percent, 65 percent, and 75 percent reductions in all three
pollutants by 2012. This is contrasted with the reductions in S. 556, which are
called for by 2007. As you can see for mercury alone, the costs increase five-fold,
from $90,000 per pound to almost $500,000 per pound of reduction.

Although S. 556 calls for a 75 percent reduction level for NOx, the cost under S.
556 is $1,000 more per ton because of the change in the compliance dates, from 2007
to 2012. The SO, numbers are lower because the mercury reductions drive the tech-
nology for SO-.

According to analysis provided to me from the Edison Electric Institute, this bill
would decrease Ohio’s Gross State Product by $3 billion dollars bt 2010 and $6 bil-
lion dollars by 2020. Overall Ohio would lose over 25,000 jobs by 2010 and over
37,000 jobs by 2020.

Ohio families would pay $494 million dollars more for electricity by 2010 and over
$1.5 billion dollars for electricity by 2020.

nationwide, the Jeffords bill would decrease the national Gross Domestic Product
by $75 billion in 2010 and $150 billion in 2020. The country will lose over 600,000
jobs in 2010 and Over 900,000 jobs in 2020. Earnings would decline by $300—$550
dollars per household.

This chart comparing the different plans, and the impacts on Ohio convinces me
that we need to spend more time on this issue as a committee to better understand
what the different reduction levels would mean for cost, fuel switching, and the ef-
fect on the economy. As well as what technologies are feasible and available for the
reductions we need. The bill as drafted would be a disaster on the economy of Ohio
and our nation’s manufacturing industries.

This bill will be like a tornado sweeping across the country, leaving in its wake
ruined manufacturing facilities.

I don’t want to leave any doubt in anyone’s mind, I do support a 3-pollutant strat-
egy, and I am open to a voluntary CO; program, so long as it is cost-effective, makes
real reductions in pollution, will not cause massive fuel switching away from coal,
and will not harm our economy. However, I cannot support the reduction levels or
dates that are found in S. 556 as drafted.
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Mr. Chairman, I hope this is just the beginning of the process in this committee
and that we will have true bipartisan negotiations to reach a compromise bill that
we all can support. I look forward to hearing from the witnesses.

Senator Chafee?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. LINCOLN CHAFEE,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I think part of the process of crafting a bill is to get testimony
from witnesses, and so I think it is important we move in that di-
rection as swiftly as possible to hear the testimony of the people
who have come such a long way.

I will say that, as Senator Smith said earlier, there is always a
sense that the sky is falling every time we try and pass some legis-
lation. When we tried to do it with DDT, we said it would ruin the
United States agriculture industry. It just didn’t happen. When we
said we were going to have unleaded gasoline, they said that will
ruin the American automobile industry. It just didn’t happen. I
think sometimes the sky isn’t falling, and we have to move forward
and address some of these important concerns—acid rain, smog,
respiratory disease and global warming. Let’s move forward with it.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you very much, Senator Chafee.

Senator Bond?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHRISTOPHER S. BOND,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI

Senator BoND. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry
I was called out of the room briefly. I want to thank you for holding
this hearing on the environmental effects of S. 556. I think it is
vital we know the effects of this legislation as we consider how best
to improve air quality.

I want to associate myself with the remarks that some of my col-
leagues have made—Senator Smith, Senator Campbell, Senator
Voinovich. I particularly want to commend and thank Senator
Smith for his comments about the acid rain emissions trading sys-
tem.

Those of you who have not been around this place very long may
know that we call that trading system, at least in Missouri, we call
it the Bond-Byrd Compromise. I had the pleasure of doing the leg-
work for the coal-producing States, and of course having the leader-
ship of Senator Byrd enabled us to get a lot more done than a
freshman Senator would have. But I think he is correct. This does
show the model on how we can improve the environment at much
less cost than we would otherwise do if it was strictly a command
and control economy.

In some ways, we will never recover from September 11. The at-
tacks left indelible scars on thousands of families from New York,
Washington and across the nation. Our nation is struggling in its
recovery. We are a nation at war. A weak national economy shrunk
last quarter and may very well be in recession. Companies are lay-
ing off tens of thousands of workers. Consumer confidence is at an
all-time low. Our nation will and must recover from these trying
times. We will come back.

However, we as policymakers must do all we can to help get the
nation back on its feet, moving forward. I am very troubled by the
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negative effects S. 556 would have on families, consumers and the
economy. I do not believe that now is the time to put the parking
brake on an economy already at a stop. According to independent
experts, consumers would face skyrocketing energy costs under S.
556. Families trying to heat their homes would face electricity
prices 30 percent higher and natural gas wellhead prices 15 per-
cent higher by 2007. American consumers and businesses would
spend an extra $40 billion to $60 billion on electricity. Total U.S.
economic activity, GDP, would be reduced by almost $100 billion in
2007 alone.

I am not an economist. I have two hands. But if the $75 billion
to $100 billion we are talking about now is enough to stimulate the
economy as we are talking about a stimulus package, then a $100
billion brake seems like it would bring the economy to a stop.
These numbers are not just empty talk. Most directly, they mean
jobs. Reduction in coal demand would cost thousands of American
coalworkers their jobs. Shutting down access to our most abundant
supply of fossil fuel coal makes no sense. We have enough coal to
provide energy to this country. We don’t yet have enough petro-
leum-based products. The American people cannot afford the cost
of S. 556. American consumers and employers need predictable, re-
liable and affordable energy to heat their homes and power their
businesses.

Earlier this week, I introduced a concurrent resolution which
you, Mr. Chairman, joined, and Senators Crapo, Graham and
Voinovich of this committee joined, commemorating the 30th anni-
versary of the Clean Water Act. Clean water in our nation’s lakes
and rivers is a national commitment and a national treasure. Clean
air is also a national treasure. Every one of our families have treas-
ures in the form of our children and grandchildren who are espe-
cially vulnerable to air pollution. We all depend on clean air and
I believe everyone here supports improving air quality. We have a
unique opportunity to reduce significantly air pollution from elec-
tric utilities.

The Administration, Congress, environmental and public health
advocates all agree that we should significantly reduce air emis-
sions of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides and mercury from electric
power generators. A comprehensive market-based approach that re-
duces emissions would provide significant public health and envi-
ronmental benefits, and provide greater regulatory certainty, en-
courage plant-owners to install newer, cleaner and more efficient
systems to produce power.

I believe that we need to achieve three clean air goals: meet
health-based clean air goals out of reach today; provide regulatory
certainty to industry, which will encourage innovation and keep
our energy supply secure; keep energy costs stable. S. 556 does not
meet these goals.

Let me say, I have been assured by Administrator Whitman of
the EPA that they are working on developing a sound, market-
based approach which will make significant reductions. It is not
easy. It takes a lot of work, and we should be working with them
to develop a plan that can bring everybody together to achieve our
goal of far less pollution, without costing our country jobs.



132

To sum it up, the Jeffords-Lieberman bill is a recipe for reces-
sion. Total economic activity would be reduced somewhere between
$82 billion to $97 billion in 2007 alone. Thousands of American
workers would be out of work. Power plants would cut their use of
coal by 40 to 50 percent, costing thousands of jobs. High energy
costs would threat tens of thousands of jobs across the country.

I am willing to work hard to develop legislation that provides
clean, affordable, reliable energy for American consumers and the
economy. I know it is a lot of work. We spent many, many months
developing the acid rain trading system, and we are willing to do
that again. I look forward to moving forward on this effort, but S.
556 is the wrong solution for the problem we face.

[The prepared statement of Senator Bond follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. CHRISTOPHER S. BOND, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF
MISSOURI

Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding this hearing on the environmental effects
of S. 556, the Clean Power Act of 2001. I believe that it is vital that we know the
effects of this legislation as we consider how best to improve air quality.

Later today, this committee will hold another hearing. The topic will be infra-
structure security and economic recovery in the aftermath of the September 11 at-
tacks. In some ways, we will never recover from September 11. The attacks left in-
delible scars on thousands of families from New York, Washington, and across the
nation.

Our nation is also struggling in its recovery. We are a nation at war. A weak na-
tional economy shrunk last quarter and may very well be in recession. Companies
f\re laying off tens of thousands of workers. Consumer confidence is at an all time
ow.

Our nation will recover from these trying times. We will come back better than
ever. However, we as policymakers must do all we can to help get the nation back
on its feet and moving forward.

I am very troubled by the negative effects S. 556 would have on families, con-
sumers and the economy. I do not believe that now is the time to put the parking
break on an economy already at a stop. According to independent experts, con-
sumers would face skyrocketing energy costs under S. 556. Families trying to heat
their homes would face electricity prices 30 percent higher and natural gas wellhead
prices 15 percent higher by 2007. American consumers and businesses would spend
an extra 540 to $60 billion on electricity. Total U.S. economic activity—or GDP—
would be reduced by almost $100 billion in 2007 alone.

I'm not an economist, but if the $75 to $100 billion we are talking about now is
enough to stimulate the economy, then a $100 billion brake seems like it would
bring the economy to a stop. These numbers are not just empty talk, most directly
they mean jobs. Reduction in coal demand would cost thousands of American coal
workers their jobs. Expensive energy would threaten tens of thousands more jobs
across the economy.

The American people cannot afford the costs of S. 556. American consumers, and
America’s employers, need reliable, predictable and affordable energy to heat their
homes and power their businesses.

Earlier this week I introduced a Concurrent Resolution, with the support of Sens.
Crapo, Graham, Voinovich and Jeffords, commemorating the 30th anniversary of the
Clean Water Act next year. Clean water, in our nations lakes and rivers, is a na-
tional commitment and a national treasure.

Clean air is also a national treasure. Every one of our families have treasures,
in the form of children, who are especially vulnerable to air pollution. We all depend
on clean air and I believe everyone here supports improving air quality.

We have a unique opportunity to significantly reduce air pollution from electric
utilities. The Administration, Congress, environmental and public health advocates
all agree that we should significantly reduce air emissions of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen
dioxides and mercury from electric power generators.

A comprehensive, market-based approach that reduces emissions would provide
significant public health and environmental benefits. It would also provide greater
regulatory certainty and encourage plant owners to install new, cleaner and more
energy efficient systems to produce power.
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I believe that we need to achieve three clean air goals: 1) meet health-based clean
air goals out of reach today, 2) provide regulatory certainty to industry which will
encourage innovation and keep our energy supply secure, and 3) keep energy costs
stable. S. 556 does not meet these goals.

I am willing to work hard to develop legislation that provides clean, affordable,
reliable energy for American consumers and the American economy. I look forward
to moving on to this effort as soon as possible. Thank you.

DOE STUDY OF JEFFORDS’ MULTI-POLLUTANT LEGISLATION

¢ Consumers would immediately face skyrocketing energy costs—Average elec-
tricity prices for consumers would increase between 27 and 32 percent in 2007, and
would remain high (up 20 to 33 percent in 2020).

¢ America’s Pocketbook would feel the hit—In 2007, consumers would be spend-
ing an extra $40 billion to $60 billion on electricity.

¢ The price of natural gas would rise dramatically—Average natural gas well-
head prices would increase 12 to 17 percent in 2007, and up to 20 percent in 2020.

e The Jeffords/Lieberman bill is a recipe for recession—Total U.S. economic ac-
tivity—or GDP—would be reduced by $82 billion to $97 billion in 2007 alone.

¢ Thousands of America’s workers would be out of work—Power plants would cut
their use of coal by 40 to 45 percent, costing thousands of coal industry jobs. High
energy costs would threaten tens of thousands of other jobs across the economy.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you, Senator.

Now we are ready to go to our witnesses.

Mr. Holmstead, if you would please come forward?

Mr. HOLMSTEAD. Mr. Chairman, I am very grateful to be here
this morning.

Senator JEFFORDS. Ms. Hutzler—I am sorry—I should have the
others come to the table at the same time, on the first panel.

Mr. HOLMSTEAD. Fine. We are all there now.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF JEFFREY HOLMSTEAD, ASSISTANT ADMINIS-
TRATOR, OFFICE OF AIR AND RADIATION, U.S. ENVIRON-
MENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Mr. HOLMSTEAD. I thank you for the opportunity to be here this
morning. I felt a little rude sitting in the back room and not having
the chance to be out here in person, but it was a wonderful oppor-
tunity to hear all the opening statements and get a sense for the
issues that we will be discussing further this morning.

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to testify about S. 556
and to discuss how we can create a better approach for reducing
pollution from power generations. I believe that this hearing is an
important step toward reaching a bipartisan agreement on this
matter.

I would also just like to quickly address a concern that Senator
Campbell raised about the lack of representation from the West.
He may not be aware that I am actually from Colorado. I grew up
in Boulder, and so I can assure you that the western perspective
is also being understood and discussed within the Administration,
and it is something that we do—we’ve appreciated the efforts of the
western Governors and the WRAP, and we are trying to work with
them as we move forward on something.

We are pleased as an Administration that Chairman Jeffords and
many of you on this committee share our commitment to modern-
izing the Clean Air Act. The Act has been very successful in many
ways, but over the last decade we have learned a lot about how we
can make our regulatory programs more effective. Given what we
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have learned, I think it is now clear to everyone that we can make
the Clean Air Act better.

As you know, the President has directed EPA to work with Con-
gress to develop legislation that would establish a flexible, market-
based approach to significantly reduce and cap emissions of NOx,
SO, and mercury from the power generation sector. We are still
working within the Administration to develop a proposal that we
can discuss with you and your staffs, and I hope to have the oppor-
}unity to discuss the details of this proposal with you in the near
uture.

Over the years, Congress, EPA and the States have 